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152.000 ACRES 

 

 Situated in the State of Ohio, Counties of Union, Franklin and Delaware, City of Dublin, in Virginia 

Military Survey Numbers 2925 and 5162, being part of  those tracts of land conveyed to American Italian 

Golf Association by deeds of record in Deed Book 2600, Page 393 (Franklin County), Deed Book 315, Page 

64 (Delaware County), Deed Book 216, Page 68 (Union County) and Deed Book 223, Page 495 (Union 

County), and more particularly bounded and described as follows: 

 

Beginning at the northwesterly corner of the subdivision entitled “Belvedere Section 3”, of record in 

Plat Book 5, Page 38 (Union County), in the easterly line of that tract conveyed to The Board of Education of 

the Dublin City School District by deed of record in Official Record 78, Page 234 (Union County); 

 

thence North 02°21'05" West, with said easterly line, a distance of 230.37 feet to the northeasterly 

corner thereof; 

 

thence South 84°57'58" West, with the northerly line of said School District tract, a distance of 

435.11 feet; 

 

thence crossing said American Italian Golf Association tracts the following courses and distances: 

 

North 05° 49’ 46” West, a distance of 1028.89 feet; 

 

North 84° 07’ 22” East, s distance of 660.32 feet; 

 

North 02° 02’ 58” West, a distance of 60.25 feet; and  

 

South 84° 06’ 53” West, a distance of 229.51 feet to the southeasterly corner of that tract conveyed 

to Kevin D. and Jocelyn Mullins by deeds of record in Official Records 117, Page 182 (Union County) and 

804, Page 218 (Union County);  

 

thence North 05°51'20" West, with the easterly line of said Mullins tract and the easterly line of the 

subdivision entitled “Tartan West Section 6 Part 2”, of record in Plat Book 5, Page 218 (Union County), a 

distance of 896.35 feet to the southwesterly corner of that tract conveyed to Tartan Development Company 

(West), LLC by deed of record in Official Record 663, Page 741 (Union County); 

 

thence North 82°37'01" East, with the southerly line of said Tartan Development Company tract, the 

southerly line of Savona Condominium at Tartan West Third Amendment, of record in Condo Plat Book 5, 

Page 239 (Union County), the southerly line of Savona Condominium at Tartan West Fifth Amendment, of 

record in Condo Plat Book 5, Page 264 (Union County), the southerly line of that tract conveyed to Wood 

Run Partners, LLC by deed of record in Official Record 949, Page 154 (Union County), the southerly line of 

Savona Condominium at Tartan West Sixth Amendment, of record in Condo Plat Book 5, Page 276 (Union 

County), and the southerly line of that tract conveyed to The Board of Education of the Dublin City School 

District by deeds of record in Official Record 8831D10 (Franklin County) and Deed Book 485, Page 379 

(Delaware County), a distance of 1148.34 feet to a point; 

 

thence North 74°30'22" East, with the southerly line of said School District tract, a distance of 

1676.66 feet to a point in the centerline of Avery Road; 

 

thence South 15°16'07" East, with said centerline, a distance of 2022.21 feet to a point; 

 

thence South 74°28'46" West, with the northerly line of the subdivision entitled “The Celtic Estates 

of Avery”, of record in Plat Book 105, Page 30 (Franklin County), a distance of 354.19 feet to the 

northwesterly corner thereof; 

 

thence South 74°26'05" West, with the northerly line of the subdivision entitled “Belvedere Section 

1”, of record in Plat Book 96, Page 6 (Franklin County), the northerly line of the subdivision entitled 

“Belvedere Section 2”, of record in Plat Book 98, Page 74 (Franklin County), and the northerly line of said 

Belvedere Section 3, a distance of 2837.44 feet to POINT OF BEGINNING, containing 152.000 acres of 

land, more or less. 

 

 

   EVANS, MECHWART, HAMBLETON & TILTON, INC. 

 



CASE # 14-068Z/PDP/PP     

*Jeff Brown 

Smith and Hale LLC 

37 W. Broad St, STE 460 

Columbus, OH 43215 

 

 

*American Italian Golf Assoc. 

8205 Avery Road 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

 

*Charles Ruma 

Davidson Phillips Inc 

4020 Venture Court,STE D 

Columbus, OH 43228 

 

Board of Education of Dublin Local 

School District 

c/o Todd F. Hoadley Ph.D 

7030 Coffman Road 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

 

Country Club at Muirfield Village 

8715 Muirfield Drive 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

 

Ryan & Susan Read 

8305 Davington Drive 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

Erica Adams 

8323 Davington Drive 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

 

Ian & Maya Dsilva 

6341 Memorial Drive 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

 

Terrence Lyden  

6347 Memorial Drive 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

Scott & Catherine McCort 

6350 Memorial Drive 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

 

William & Raynon Serfaty 

6342 Memorial Drive 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

 

Stephen & Carolyn Francis 

6345 Cragie Hill Court 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

Randall & Carole Johnson 

6353 Cragie Hill Court 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

 

Robert & Pamela Birkenholz  

6360 Cragie Hill Court 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

 

Jill Love 

6352 Cragie Hill Court 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

Muirfield Assoc Inc. 

Attn: Sue Leonard 

8372 Muirfield Drive 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

 

Dennis & Ann Straily 

6308 Bellow Valley Drive 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

 

David Dematteo 

6300 Bellow Valley Drive 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

Corey & Paula Moritz 

6292 Bellow Valley Drive 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

 

James & Patricia Sexton 

6284 Bellow Valley Drive 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

 

Timothy & Andrea Barton 

6276 Bellow Valley Drive 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

Summit & Lekha Shah 

6268 Bellow Valley Drive 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

 

Jon & Tawnya Ewert 

6260 Bellow Valley Drive 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

 

Brent & Julie King 

6265 Ross Bend 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 



Lisa Maxwell 

6293 Bellow Valley Drive 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

 

Sriram Tharmapuram 

Rupa Narayanan 

6285 Bellow Valley Drive 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

 

Maria Helena Bast 

6277 Bellow Valley Drive 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

Susan Rapp Family Trust 

6269 Bellow Valley Drive 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

 

Daniel & Michele Helbig 

8141 Summerhouse Drive West 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

 

Timothy & Cara Albright 

8145 Timble Falls Drive 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

Stephen Joseph & Amanda Medve 

8153 Timble Falls Drive 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

 

Thomas & Ardith Tait 

8158 Timble Falls Drive 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

 

Balaji Vishwanath 

Shrividhya Krishnamurthy 

8150 Timble Falls Drive 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

Andrew & Kimberly Eilerman 

8142 Timble Falls Drive 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

 

Jeffrey & Valerie Kaser 

8147 Grafton End 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

 

Monica Smith 

8155 Grafton End 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

Tara & Brian Meadors 

8164 Grafton End 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

 

Mark & Lisa Weaver 

8156 Grafton End 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

 

David & Leslie Grimm 

8148 Grafton End 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

Jessalyn Fiutem 

8140 Grafton End 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

 

City of Dublin 

5200 Emerald Parkway 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

 

Muhammad & Siddrah Amir 

8179 Avery Road 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

Bevilacqua Builders Inc 

5930 Cleveland Ave 

Columbus, OH 43231 

 

 

John & Jennifer Maloney 

8429 Davington Drive 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

 

Jeffrey King 

8393 Davington Drive 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

David & Katherine Mankin 

8357 Davington Drive 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

 

Kevin Pettitt 

Martha Duerstein-Pettitt 

8447 Davington Drive 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

 

John & Lori Von Cannon 

8411 Davington Drive 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

Eldouaik Inas 

8339 Davington Drive 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

 

William & Jeannine Sabo 

8375 Davington Drive 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

 

Steven & Jodi Rhodes 

6475 Green Stone Loop 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 



Mark & Kimberly Mace 

6469 Green Stone Loop 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

 

Sung Yong & Anna Kim 

6465 Green Stone Loop 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

 

Robert & Kelly Darrow 

6461 Green Stone Loop 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

Gregory & Mara Smith 

6457 Green Stone Loop 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

 

Jeffery & Amie Swaddling 

6453 Green Stone Loop 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

 

Reynold & Joan Kulchar 

6464 Green Stone Loop 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

Lawrence & Mary Grandey 

6456 Green Stone Loop 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

 

Kevin & Jocelyn Mullins 

8600 Hyland Croy Road 

Plain City, OH 43064 

 

 

Barbara & Laney Stroble 

8622 Hyland Croy Road 

Plain City, OH 43064 

 

Norman & Josephine Malik 

8640 Hyland Croy Road 

Plain City, OH 43064 

 

 

Stewart & Clare Olson 

8798 Sorrento Court 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

 

Matthew & Jennifer Mazza 

8790 Sorrento Court 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

Jose & Trang Fojas 

7872 Sorrento Court 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

 

Arthur Dvorkin 

7025 Firenza Place 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

 

Jordan & Elizabeth Matola 

7033 Firenza Place 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

Zhong Lin & Weisun Lu 

7049 Firenza Place 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

 

Jagadeswar Boggula & 

Swapna Pasham 

7041 Firenza Place 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

 

Joseph & Kimberly Avcoleo 

7057 Firenza Place 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

Tartan Development Co West LLC 

PO Box 650853 

Dallas, TX 75265 

 

 

Thomas Harb 

6793 Vineyard Haven Loop 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

 

Ryan & Megan Greer 

6797 Vineyard Haven Loop 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

William & Rebecca Klosterman 

6801 Vineyard Haven Loop 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

 

Linda Long 

6805 Vineyard Haven Loop 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

 

Takashi & Kiyomi Jurita 

6809 Vineyard Haven Loop 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

Katherine Sheperd 

6829 Vineyard Haven Loop 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

 

Chase & Megan Blackburn 

6833 Vineyard Haven Loop 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

 

Bassel & Hala Safi 

6837 Vineyard Haven Loop 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 



Wade & Gail Barghausen 

6841 Vineyard Haven Loop 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

 

John & Dora Duff 

6845 Vineyard Haven Loop 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

 

Richard & Margaret Goebel 

6849 Vineyard Haven Loop 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

Harvey & Rita Hook 

8831 Vineyard Haven Loop 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

 

Todd & Beth Herman 

8827 Vineyard Haven Loop 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

 

Larry & Amber Taylor 

6789 Vineyard Haven Loop 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

Margaret Lavalle 

6810 Vineyard Haven Loop 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

 

James & Joyce Hendershott 

6814 Vineyard Haven Loop 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

 

Robert & Susan Brueggemeier 

6335 Memorial Drive 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

Joseph & Edith Tomei 

6336 Memorial Drive 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

Brian White 

6339 Cragie Hill Ct 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

Current Resident  

6344 Cragie Hill Ct 

Dublin, OH 43017 

Dublin Resident 

7858 Tullymore Drive 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

Irma Khouw 

8139 Grafton End  

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

Current Resident 

8187 Avery Road 

Dublin, OH 43017 

Current Resident 

8195 Avery Road 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

Michael & Melisa Myers 

6449 Green Stone Loop 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

Donald & Rosalia Deperro  

6448 Green Stone Loop 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

Erik & Amy Onifer 

8793 Sorrento Ct 

Dublin, OH 43016 

  

Daniel and Ashley Kennedy 

8785 Sorrento Ct 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 Krishna Kurapati and Muddana 

Prasanna 

7046 Sorrento Ct 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

 

Daniel & Ashley Kennedy 

8785 Sorrento Ct 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

Krishna Kurapati & Muddana 

Prasanna 

7046 Sorrento Ct 

Dublin, OH 43016 

Jose and Trang Fojas 

8782 Sorrento Ct 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

Jeff Oleski 

7013 Post Preserve Blvd 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

Grizzell Middle School 

c/o Principal Corinne Evans 

8705 Avery Road 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

Current Resident 

8875 Vineyard Haven Drive 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

 

Current Resident 

8871 Vineyard Haven Drive 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

 

Current Resident 

8867 Vineyard Haven Drive 

Dublin, OH 43016 



 

Current Resident 

8863 Vineyard Haven Drive 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

 

Current Resident 

8859 Vineyard Haven Drive 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

 

Current Resident 

8847 Vineyard Haven Drive 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

Current Resident 

8843 Vineyard Haven Drive 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

 

Current Resident 

8839 Vineyard Haven Drive 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

 

Current Resident 

8835 Vineyard Haven Drive 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

Current Resident 

8831 Vineyard Haven Drive 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

 

Current Resident 

8827 Vineyard Haven Drive 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

 

Current Resident 

8823 Vineyard Haven Drive 

Dublin, OH 43016 

Dublin Jerome High School 

c/o Principal Cathy Sankey 

8300 Hyland-Croy Rd 

  Dublin, OH 43016 

 

Current Resident 

6782 Vineyard Haven Loop 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

Current Resident 

6778 Vineyard Haven Loop 

Dublin, OH 43016 

Belvedere Homeowners Assoc 

Kip Rosier, President 

8079 Alimoore Green 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

Savona Condominium  

at Tartan West 

7115 Calabria Place 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

Celtic Estates 

7115 Calabria Place 

Dublin, OH 43016 

Tartan West 

Steve Simonetti, President 

7115 Calabria Place 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

Park Place/Post Preserve HOA 

Marian Vordermark, President 

6834 Stillhouse Lane 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

Shannon Glen HOA 

David Allen, Trustee 

6466 Ringsend Court 

Dublin, OH 43016 

Muirfield Association, Inc. 

Jeff Stucke, President 

5610 Loch More Court West 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

Muirfield Village Civic Assoc 

PO Box 381 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

Current Resident 

6786 Vineyard Haven Loop 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

Current Resident 

6797 Vineyard Haven Loop 

  Dublin, OH 43016 

 

Current Resident 

6781 Vineyard Haven Loop 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

  Current Resident 

6782 Vineyard Haven Loop 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

 

Kevin & Shelley Walter 

6289 Ross Bend 

  Dublin, OH 43016 

 

Current Resident 

6781 Vineyard Haven Loop 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

  Current Resident 

6782 Vineyard Haven Loop 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

  

Robert & Regina Fathmon 

5805 Tarton Circle North 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

Current Resident 

6781 Vineyard Haven Loop 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

  Current Resident 

6782 Vineyard Haven Loop 

Dublin, OH 43016 

Robert Fathmon 

  
 



 

Current Resident 

6826 Vineyard Haven Loop 

Dublin, OH 43016 

  

Current Resident 

6822 Vineyard Haven Loop 

Dublin, OH 43016 

  

Current Resident 

6818 Vineyard Haven Loop 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

 Current Resident 

6777 Vineyard Haven Loop  

Dublin, OH 43016 

  

Current Resident 

6810 Vineyard Haven Loop 

Dublin, OH 43016 

  

Current Resident 

6806 Vineyard Haven Loop 

Dublin, OH 43016 

Current Resident 

6773 Vineyard Haven Loop 

  Dublin, OH 43016 

 

  Current Resident 

6769 Vineyard Haven Loop 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

Current Resident 

8874 Vineyard Haven Loop  

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

Current Resident 

6774 Vineyard Haven Loop 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

 

Current Resident 

6770 Vineyard Haven Loop 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

 

Current Resident 

6766 Vineyard Haven Loop 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

Current Resident 

6765 Vineyard Haven Loop 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

 

Current Resident 

6761 Vineyard Haven Loop 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

 

Current Resident 

6757 Vineyard Haven Loop 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

Current Resident 

6753 Vineyard Haven Loop 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

 

Current Resident 

6749 Vineyard Haven Loop 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

 

Current Resident 

6745 Vineyard Haven Loop 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

Current Resident 

6740 Vineyard Haven Loop 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

 

Current Resident 

6732 Vineyard Haven Loop 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

 

Current Resident 

6728 Vineyard Haven Loop 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

Current Resident 

6729 Vineyard Haven Loop 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

 

Current Resident 

6714 Vineyard Haven Loop 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

 

Current Resident 

6713 Vineyard Haven Loop 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

Michael Bickley 

5839 Moray Court 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

 

Clifford Ursich 

Flexible Pavements of Ohio 

6205 Emerald Parkway 

Dublin, OH 43016 

 

 

Lisa Judson 

8018 Summerhouse Drive West 

Dublin, OH 43016 



 

Kristina Ledford 

6329 Cragie Hill Court 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

 

Roland Kohlman 

8622 Davington Drive 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

 

Brett Bohl 

5735 Whitecraigs Court 

Dublin, OH 43017 

 

Jesse Oddi, Jr. 

3118 Adena Point Ct 

Columbus, OH 43221 
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Claudia D. Husak

From: Tim Albright <tim@columbusequipment.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 09, 2015 5:12 PM
To: Claudia D. Husak
Subject: Riviera Develpment

To Dublin Planning and Zoning Commission‐ 
 
 
 
My name is Tim Albright.  I live at 8145 Timble Falls Drive (Belevedere Subdivision) with my wife, Cara Albright and 4 
children. 
 
I have been at most of the public meetings but have chosen not to contact you because I believed our subdivision should 
have one voice and that for the most part was Kevin Walters (friends of Dublin).   Although I agree with the most of the 
revisions from the initial plan, I do have concerns that will uniquely impact our family and the home owners who 
currently live on Timble Falls Drive. 
 
I will try to briefly highlight my concerns as it relates specifically to Timble Falls Drive. 
 

1) Safety concerns because of Increased traffic specifically from high school students. 
a. Like basic principles of electricity, High School students will find the path of least resistance when driving 

to school.  Since Avery/Brand Road is so congested to southbound traffic on Avery Road, it can add an 
extra 10 – 15 minutes to drive to Jerome High School.   Students have figured out a path through 
Belvedere can reduce that to about 3 minutes.    The same experience can be predicted if the current 
version of the Riviera development is approved.   EVERY high school student from Riviera’s 185 homes 
on their way to Jerome will access Belvedere to get there and I would guess a bunch of them will choose 
Timble Falls Drive because there are no stop signs.    

 
2) Effect of Quality of Life 

a. A mature Tree line extends along the entire boarder of Belvedere and Riviera.   A natural and beautiful 
buffer from the golf course.  Can Dublin or the Developer guarantee that these trees will be saved 
during development?     
 

3)  Property Value 
a. Lot sizes on in the proposed plan along Timble Falls Dr. are much smaller than those existing Timble Falls 

lots in Belevedere .    About 30% smaller from what I have calculated (lot 164 – 169).   I had hoped that 
these would be estate style lots.   Obviously, these are not that, but I would think these lots should be 
same size or larger.   My concern is that these homes will be smaller, or homes will be too close together 
and negatively impact our home values. 

 
 
Best Regards, 
 
Tim Albright 
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Claudia D. Husak

From: Gary P. Gunderman
Sent: Thursday, April 09, 2015 3:09 PM
To: Claudia D. Husak
Subject: FW: Contact Planning [#78]

 
 

 

Name *  Neal Wood  

Email *  nhwoodii@yahoo.com  

Subject *  Ruma Riviera Request 

Comments *  Commissioners --  

Unfortunately, I will not be able to attend the meeting this evening. My 

wife and I urge that Mr. Ruma's revisions to the Riviera development 

plan be turned back to him. He has failed to comply with or include 

many, many of the requests of the Commission at its last meeting 

(including his back-tracking on agreements at that meeting). His 

actions clearly demonstrate that all aspects of the development need to 

be clearly delineated prior to any P&Z approval. His promises to clarify 

or act later seem to be hollow. Thank you for your diligence and 

consideration.  
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Claudia D. Husak

From: Bob Fathman <rfathman@columbus.rr.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 12:41 AM
To: Claudia D. Husak; Steve Langworthy
Cc: Charlie Ruma; Jeff Brown; Greg Chillog; Dana L. McDaniel
Subject: Riviera Concerns Group response to the latest Riviera Application to P & Z

  Robert Fathman, Chair, Civic Action Committee:  rfathman@columbus.rr.com     614-579-

1699     www.muirfieldvillage.org  

To: Claudia Husak, Steve Langworthy, and please forward to P & Z Members 

Cc:  Charlie Ruma, Jeff Brown, Greg Chillog, Dana McDaniel 

Bcc: Members of the Riviera Concerns Group 

From: Bob Fathman, Chair, Civic Action Committee, MVCA 

Our Coalition of nine community civic associations met once again tonight, and we are sending you what we 
will be presenting as our continued concerns about Mr. Ruma’s proposal, which he was kind enough to send me 
Friday evening.  I imagine we missed the distribution to P & Z Members with their packets this week, so we 
would appreciate it if you could please forward this e-mail to them to give the Commissioners a chance to look 
at our concerns prior to the meeting Thursday. 

Overall we have to say that we were disappointed in the revision, as so many things did not change.  Timble 
Falls was straightened as staff requested, and pictures were included, but most other items requested by P & Z 
did not get done. 

Here are items that the Planning and Zoning Commissioners and/or staff had requested, things that did not get 
accomplished: 

1. There was clear direction from Commissioners that asphalt drives not be allowed, only concrete and 
paver stones, yet the text is unchanged. Asphalt needs to be deleted, and specifically prohibited. 

2. Commissioners wanted welling of trees.  Mr. Ruma agreed verbally, but that agreement needs to be 
documented in the text. 

3. The pictures are nice, but there is no text that defines the features displayed in the photos, features that 
need to be mandated of the builders by adding wording to the text. 

4. Commissioners agreed with us that there should be hardscaping or fencing to delineate pathways to open 
areas, so that adjacent homeowners not encroach and so that residents feel welcome to access these 
areas.  That needs to be specified in text. 
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Claudia D. Husak

From: KLOS <klos@mac.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 4:23 PM
To: Steve Langworthy; Gary P. Gunderman; Tammy J. Noble-Flading; Jenny M. Rauch; 

Claudia D. Husak; Rachel S. Ray; Devayani Puranik; Joanne L. Shelly; Marie K. Downie
Subject: P&Z Commission Meeting - Riviera
Attachments: My Point of View.pdf; ATT00001.htm; Riviera.jpg; ATT00002.htm

[I will not be able to attend tomorrow night’s meeting. I would ask that my letters at least be submitted for 
review.] 
 
To the Members of The Planning and Zoning Commission: 
 
As a Dublin resident who is probably MOST affected by your decision tonight, I can only ask that you hear me 
out. And if I’m not the most affected, I would say I’m in the top 2 or 3. So, if my comments come off as a bit 
snarky…or bitter…I’m OK with that.  Because I am. 
 
With all due respect to the “Friends of Dublin” and the “Friends of Muirfield,” I’m quite sure if this meeting’s 
agenda was on the sale and parceling of The Country Club at Muirfield, this building would not be large enough 
to hold the number of people who would be attending. 
 
Because there would be a lot of people and I would hazard to guess the topic of conversation would not be 
centered on the traffic on Avery Road! That would affect hundreds of Dublin residents. 
 
This, however, only focuses on 16 homes.  SIXTEEN.  Sixteen Dublin residents who purchased land that backs 
up to Riviera.  For the same reason that residents built their homes on The Country Club of Muirfield. 
 
All I’m asking is that they give some consideration (please) to those sixteen homes.  Some kind of buffer 
zone…anything. 
 
Please review the attached PDF. 
 
Thank you again for your consideration, 
 
Bill and Becky Klosterman 
6801Vineyard Haven Loop 
Dublin, OH  43016 
614.504.2203 



MY POINT OF VIEW

IF THIS WERE YOUR VIEW…
WOULDN’T YOU BE SICK ABOUT IT?

INSTEAD OF SEEING THIS… YOU SAW THIS?
[ACTUAL VIEW - FROM CURRENT RUMA 
SUBDIVISION (BORDERING RIVIERA)]



ORIGINAL PROPOSAL
IMPACTED EVERY HOME  
THAT BORDERS RIVIERA

CURRENT PROPOSAL
STILL IMPACTS EVERY HOME  
THAT BORDERS RIVIERA

CURRENT PROPOSAL
OFFERS GREEN SPACE OR PARK SETTING TO 
NEARLY 60% OF HIS NEW DEVELOPMENT
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Title:   Friends of Dublin Analysis Report – Riviera Development 
 
Case Number: 14-0068Z/PDP 
 
Report Author: Friends of Dublin 
 
Summary: In response to the application for redevelopment of the Riviera Golf Club, 

a community group consisting of 9 homeowners associations, 
organizations or community groups formed.  The steering committee 
represented the following entities: 

 
 Muirfield Village Civic Association 
 The Savona Condominiums at Savona Village 
 Belvedere HOA 
 Brandon HOA 
 Tartan West HOA 
 Celtic Estates 
 Wellington Place HOA 
 Park Place/Post Preserve HOA 
 Friends of Dublin Organization 

 
 The group, along with individuals from across Dublin have come together 

specifically to address community concerns regarding the development 
of the Riviera Golf Club.  Support for the organization was surveyed in 
the summer of 2014 and the geographic distribution of the group’s 
support is widespread throughout the City of Dublin and is represented 
in the chart below: 

 

 
 
 In response to the overwhelming community concern connected to this 
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proposal, the Friends of Dublin has compiled an alternative analysis and 
report to those provided by both City staff and the developer. 

 
 The report evaluates the Riviera development proposal against the 

sixteen criteria that will be used by Planning and Zoning as articulated in 
Dublin City Code. 

 
Questions: Questions regarding the information contained in this report should be 

addressed to Kevin Walter, kevin@walter4dublin.com 
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From the outset, we would stipulate and agree with the Developer’s right to develop the Riviera 
property under the existing zoning and subdivision regulations as defined in Dublin City Code 
section 152.  We would support and advocate for this right. 
 
However, the developer is requesting a change in the current zoning classification from R1 to 
Planned Unit Development (PUD).  This document represents our opinion in response to that 
planned change in zoning. 
 
 
The Land Use Principles were included in the Community Plan to serve as a basis for evaluation 
of future development proposals and to set common design objectives and directions for 
land use policy in Dublin. The ten Principles are grouped and summarized below. 
 

Quality and Character (Principles 1, 6, 7, and 9) 
High quality design for all uses, recognizing density has important economic implications, but is 
essentially an outcome not a determinant of creating a quality place; preserving the rural 
character of certain area of the community, including the appearance of roads, as well as the 
landscape; developing streets that create an attractive public realm and make exceptional 
places for people; and creating streets that contribute to the character of the community and 
move a more reasonable level of traffic. 
 

Density 
The proposal calls for a density of 1.22 dwelling units/acre. The proposal attempts to compare 
the density of the application to surrounding densities, most specifically Muirfield.  During the 
public Planning and Zoning meeting held on Thursday, March 13, 2014, Ms. Husak stated that 
Muirfield density was approximately 1.27 du/acre.  Several Commission members, including 
Mrs. Kramb, Mr. Fishman, Mr. Taylor and Ms. Amrose-Groomes all expressed that they would 
hold the applicant to a standard of density that was at or below the Muirfield Density.  The 
current application at 1.22 du/acre meets the bar set by Murifield. 
 

Rural Character  
In Objective 13 of the Land Use Strategies in the current Community Plan, City Council spells 
out the concept of Conservation Design.  In this Objective, the Plan attempts to strike a “clear 
balance between economic potential and development character” in Northwest Dublin.  
Specifically, the Objective calls out Resolution 27-04 as passed by City Council in 2004.  “In 
2003 and 2004, the Dublin City Council adopted Resolutions 48-03 and 27-04 (Amended), which 
endorses the utilization of residential conservation design in outlying areas as a means to 
encourage greater open space provision and alternative land planning techniques.” 
 
Resolution 27-04 describes, in detail, the elements of Conservation Design and where it should 
be applied.   In part, the resolution says that Conservation Design sites should be: 
 

1. In the northwest section of the City 
2. On the outskirts of the City 
3. With proximity to Glacier Ridge Metro Park 
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Further, Resolution 27-04 specifically describes how a developer is to preserve and protect the 
natural characteristics of a development.  This includes a 50% open space requirement and for 
the remaining 50% of the development, 75% of those lots should be directly adjacent to the 
open space.  The resolution shows in words and in pictures how roads should weave through 
natural features and how lots should be laid out in order to maximize the use of open space.  
 
Riviera is: 
 

1. In the northwest section of the City 
2. On the outskirts of the City (within 1,000 ft. of the City Limits) 
3. With proximity to Glacier Ridge Metro Park (within 1,100 ft. of the Metro Park) 

 
As evidenced by the graphics below contained in the Community Plan Mid-range growth 
scenario, the Riviera Property has been designated as a Conservation Design Zone. 
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These two graphics are evidence of City Council’s desire to implement Conservation Design 
standards on the Riviera property.  Dublin City Council passed resolution 27-04 affirming 
Conservation Design as a desired development pattern for areas North and West in the city 
and specifically spells out criteria that need be in place for a development to contain 
characteristics of Conservation Design. 
 
The resolution reads, in part….. 
 

WHEREAS, the City of Dublin encourages creative site planning and design 
flexibility to establish interesting and aesthetically pleasing residential 
environments, and housing should be provided in the most livable and design-
sensitive manner possible; and 
 
WHEREAS, quality of life and sense of place are important economic assets 
to retain existing businesses and attract new economic development within 
the City of Dublin; and 
 
WHEREAS, procedures for Planned Development Districts are intended to 
provide variations from typical development standards and conventional 
subdivision design in order to create higher quality developments to enhance 
the City of Dublin; and 
 
WHEREAS, Planned Development District proposals must recognize that 
residential development is an important facet in the overall development and 
livability of the City of Dublin, and each proposal must function both within 
the confines of its own boundaries and within the context of the surrounding 
area; and 
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WHEREAS, the decisions in the Dublin Community Plan were based in 
large part on the measurable impacts of development; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Community Plan recommends the protection and preservation 
of rural character in outlying areas in the northwest and elsewhere; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Community Plan recommends the preservation of natural 
features and open space; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Community Plan designates areas for lower-density 
residential development along the River Corridor and in outlying areas; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Community Plan encourages amassing a large Metro Park 
to create a greenbelt and a definitive City  "edge" to avoid a mass of continuous 
development; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Community Plan recommends revising  Dublin's  ordinances  
to facilitate the preservation of rural character; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Community Plan recommends the use of cluster residential 
development adjacent to the Metro Park to preserve open space and rural 
character; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Community Plan includes a Land Use Map based on the 
"preferred scenario" from computer modeling of the impacts of development; 
and 
 
WHEREAS, many residential subdivisions have been developed in the City 
of Dublin that exhibit similar layout characteristics, with similar appearance, 
and provide similar housing stock; and 
 
WHEREAS, continuing this development pattern will create a repetitious 
environment for the City as a whole and limit the housing choices of the 
residents; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City of Dublin desires to broaden the housing choices 
available to its residents, and remains committed to high quality in all housing 
options to serve existing and future residents; and 
 

WHEREAS, the community desires to avoid repetition and to create a diverse 
and dynamic environment as the City continues to develop; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City of Dublin desires to preserve natural features of the land, 
the open vistas, and open space in general whenever possible; and 
 
WHEREAS, conservation design practices are based on the natural resources 
of the land being developed and provide for preservation of substantial open 
space; and 

 
WHEREAS, conservation design practices should be employed to further both 
the open space and housing goals of the City of Dublin; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Dublin City Council and its Planning and Zoning 
Commission have indicated support for such practices on a continuing basis; 
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NOW,  THEREFORE,  BE  IT RESOLVED  by the  Council  of the City 
of Dublin, of the elected members concurring, that: 
 
Section 1. New development shall provide a variety of housing styles and 
designs and preserve open space and natural features. New development 
proposals need to conform to the density ranges and impact recommendations 
in the adopted Community Plan based on  a gross density calculation for the 
development. The upper limits of the density ranges should be considered only 
where public facilities support it, where important natural features are being 
preserved, and where not inconsistent with existing or future, neighboring land 
uses. The City will require all new residential proposals where a planned 
development district is requested to provide a layout based on conservation 
design practices, indicating at least fifty percent open space for evaluation. 
 
Section 2. Sites with woods, streams, river frontage, steep slopes, and other 
natural features or which otherwise provide significant open space will be 
considered as prime candidates for employing conservation design techniques. 
Additionally, conservation design techniques should be incorporated wherever 
possible for development sites located along the River Corridor, at the outskirts 
of the municipality or with proximity to the Glacier Ridge Metro Park. 
 
Section 3. Conservation layouts being submitted for evaluation should be 
based upon and adhere  to design criteria for conservation design that calls for 
the clustering of available density onto smaller, grouped, individual building 
areas. Conservation layout should generally adhere to the following principles: 

• All conservation design projects should strive for at least 50 percent 
open space areas. 

• All conservation design projects should strive to have at least 75 
percent of the dwelling units directly adjacent to open space areas. Dwelling 
units should be clustered in patterns that preserve sizeable open spaces and 
still disperse the dwelling units to permit a high percentage to be directly 
adjacent to the open space. 

• All conservation design projects should attempt to provide large 
setbacks from existing streets, especially designated scenic roads, and to create 
a separate area identity surrounded with open areas specifically preserved in 
the development of these projects. 

• Wherever possible the street system should have a curvilinear pattern 
that will minimize traffic speed, support the housing development pattern, and 
protect natural features. 

• Historic sites and their cultural landscapes may be included as part of 
the required preservation area. Cultural landscapes required to preserve an 
historic site's integrity shall be maintained. 

 

We believe that this application is subject to Resolution 27-04 and as such, should meet both 
the spirit and letter of the Resolution.   
 
Applicability and Enforceability of Resolutions 
Resolutions are, in fact, “legislative actions” taken by Dublin City Council. (DCOA sec. 4.01).  
Further sec 4.01b states that “Council shall use a resolution, where practicable, for any 
legislation of a temporary, informal or ceremonial nature”.  The question comes to what is the 
definition of “temporary”?  Dublin City Code is silent on the definition of temporary.  Some 
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communities (ex: Avon Lake, OH) pass all zoning legislation through Resolution.  Ohio Code is 
also silent on the definition of temporary.  Thus we must turn to the US Supreme Court.  On 
April 23, 2002, the United States Supreme Court issued its decision in Tahoe-Sierra 
Preservation Council, Inc. v. Tahoe Regional Planning Agency,' a case involving the question 
whether a temporary building moratorium that prevents all economically beneficial uses of 
property during its effective period amounts to a taking of private property requiring just 
compensation.  While the Riviera development plan is in no way considered a taking, this case 
does deal with the meaning of “temporary” with respect to zoning regulations.  In 1981, the 
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency passed a “temporary” moratorium on development activities.  
Temporary was considered not-permanent but did not have any defined end date.  The case 
revolved around what the economic impact of that “temporary” moratorium was. 
 
Temporary can be defined as that which is to last for a limited time only, as distinguished from 
that which is perpetual, or indefinite, in its duration. 
 
So, as temporary legislation, a resolution remains in place until a permanent ordinance is 
enacted to replace or supersede it.  Or, a resolution might be time boxed by the resolution 
itself.  Given that Resolution 27-04 is not time boxed and the fact that it is codified by its 
inclusion in the most current Community Plan update in Ordinance 54-13, it is clear that 
Resolution 27-04 remains in effect. 
 
We believe that in this most recent version of the plan, the applicant has substantially met the 
burden required by Resolution 27-04. 
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Traffic 
**** Please note – the applicant has not submitted any revised traffic 
studies for the newly revised plat.  ****** 
 
Information as of the previous application 
The traffic study summary produced by the applicant contains several errors or omissions.  The 
applicant has used Institute of Traffic Engineers (ITE) Code 210.  The applicant has provided a 
traffic study that depicts AM peak and PM peak trip generation.  A detailed review of the study 
reveals that the applicant summary has severely understated the traffic impact of this 
development 
 

 
 
On page 93 of the September 24,2014 study, the report concludes that the development will 
generate 2,422 trips per day.  Additionally, the report indicates that the AM peak for trips exiting 
the development is 137 trips while the PM peak for trips entering the development is 150 trips. 
 
The AM and PM trip count, while in line with Land Use Code 210 estimates do not match 
anticipated conditions.  The development will include 247 properties.  One could reasonably 
expect that especially in the AM, given multiple cars owned by families, that the traffic count 
would be equal to or greater than the actual number of dwellings.  This underestimation of 
traffic volumes is further supported by the applicants own traffic study. 
 
Please note AM Peak is defined as:  7:00AM – 9:00AM. 
 
In the diagram below (2024 AM Peak Hour – Full Build) from page 15 of the traffic study, the 
traffic counts anticipated from the new development making movements that would indicate 
potential trips to Dublin Jerome High School will total 38 trips.   
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As noted in the diagram above, ambient traffic from the existing Belvedere subdivision of 154 
homes generates 113 right turns from Abbie Glenn Blvd onto Brand Rd heading towards Dublin 
Jerome High School at the southern exit of the subdivision.  It is not reasonable to assume that 
a subdivision of 154 homes generates 113 trips while a subdivision of 247 homes will only 
generate 38 trips. 
 
Using data provided by the Dublin City Schools, which estimate that there will be 1.24 
students/home, we can expect this development to generate 306 students, of which they 
estimate 25% to be of high school age.  Therefore one can assume there will be 76 high school 
students in the Riviera development.  A traffic study that anticipates only 38 movements with 
any potential of reaching the high school fails to consider the immediate surroundings and how 
those surroundings would impact the trip generation data.  According to a US Department of 
Transportation report entitled: Development and Application of Trip Generation Rates - Final 
Report, local factors (collected through in person interviews) can significantly impact trip 
generation rates.  Further the specific impact on trip generation rates of “High Value” 
residential units shows a significant statistical different over “Low” or “Medium Value” 
residential units and should be taken into account when using ITE Trip standards.  This traffic 
reports makes no consideration for local factors nor home value in calculating AM and PM peak 
trips and thus should be viewed with some discretion.   
 
Further the Department of Transportation indicates that Trip Generation models should be 
used to help determine a development’s share of needed infrastructure improvements.  This 
application does not account for any improvements that may be required of surrounding 
intersections.  Specifically, the traffic study estimates that 2,422 new trips generated daily.  At 
the concept plan meeting, The Friends of Dublin presented traffic estimates of 2,044 new trips 
generated from the site.  Adding those trips to existing traffic counts as provided by the City 
of Dublin at the Avery/Brand Rd intersection of 10,320 trips per day, we could easily expect to 
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realize upwards of 12,300 trips through the intersection.  The cost associated with supporting 
the safe and predictable movement of this 19% increase in traffic at the Avery/Brand 
intersection should be considered in the impact analysis of this rezoning. 
 
Revised Friends of Dublin Traffic Estimates 
Based upon the revised plat, the Friends of Dublin estimate that the 185 homes in this version 
will generate 1,332 new trips daily.  This is down significantly from the previous estimate of 
2,422.  Without a more detailed traffic study, we cannot draw further conclusions.  However, 
we do believe that the applicant should still be required to pay into a fund for future 
enhancements to the Avery Rd/Brand Rd intersection. 
 
 

Street Design 
The proposed development does meet the Land Use Principles with respect to street design 
through the application of Conservation Design principles. 
 
In Chapter Two: Character and Environment of the Dublin Community Plan, Dublin espouses 
a desire to “Implement Conservation Design… in appropriate locations and adopt planning 
practices and regulations that will result in high quality, more compact and varied housing. 
Conservation development patterns can preserve substantial open space, creating regional 
greenway networks and providing significant views from designated roads.” 
 
 
Resolution 27-04 specifically illustrates the nature of street layouts that should be used to 
enhance the public access and enjoyment of open space when contained within a Conservation 
Design District.  As an example, Figure A.2.1 contained within Resolution 27-04 below 
demonstrates a typical approach to open space design and street layout.  This is very 
reminiscent of the current Riviera application. 

 
Conversely, figure A.2.2 below depicts Council’s goal of providing better access and enjoyment 
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of open space contained within a Conservation Design District. 
 

 
The current application has met the intent of Quality and Character components of the Land 
Use Principles.  We would like to see the street design better accommodate the ultimate 
development of the 15 acre subdivided parcel directly to the west of this parcel.  We would 
recommend the potential intersection at lot 185 be replaced with a neighborhood-sized 
roundabout and would call for the elimination of lot 185.  This would accomplish two 
objectives:  1) Creating more access to the view-shed facing the Indian Run Creek and 2) 
creating a safer traffic pattern for cars, bikes and pedestrians navigating the future connection 
point.  

Quality of Place 
The current application does not guarantee a quality of place as established by surrounding 
developments.  Developments at Muirfield, Belvedere, Corazon, Tartan Ridge, and Oak Park 
all have significant development texts that accompany their applications.  The development 
text for Riviera is scant in comparison and simply defers most details to Dublin City Code.  The 
entire concept behind granting a Planned Unit District instead of straight zoning is to trade 
increased density allowances for a higher standard of development.  The development texts 
makes comments such as “Dublin Residential Appearance Code will be adhered to” when 
discussing Architectural Elements (section XI E of the Development Standards).  By contrast, 
the Tartan Ridge Development Standards passed by Dublin City Council on March 19, 2007 
indicate that they will also follow the Dublin Residential Appearance Code, but further spell out 
an Architectural Review Committee as well as six separate and distinct Architectural Styles and 
included a pattern book describing each style in detail.  The Quality of Place that will be 
established by Riviera is not to the standard established by the surrounding community.  While 
we do not expect the same development text as Tartan Ridge, the level of specificity of the 
Tartan Ridge development text assures that future developers understand not only the letter 
of the text, but the intent behind it.  Especially given that fact that multiple home builders will 
be engaged at Riviera, it is crucial that the architectural standards of the development text 
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approach the same level of specificity as the text of Tartan Ridge.  We would expect the 
developer to have at least three major community themes to account for integration with the 
Belvedere subdivision, the Tartan West subdivision and the relatively non-contiguous section 
in the eastern portion of the plat. 
 

Connectivity (Principles 2, 8 and 10) 
Creating places to live that have a stronger pedestrian environment, connections to convenient 
services, and are conducive to multi- generational living and social interaction; creating better 
connected places, in part, to improve the function of the street network and also to better serve 
neighborhoods; and providing opportunities to walk and bike throughout the community. 
 
**** Please note – the applicant has not submitted any revised traffic 
studies for the newly revised plat.  ****** 
 
The current application fails to meet the Connectivity Principle of improving the function of the 
street network and to also better serve neighborhoods.  While this application does provide for 
neighborhood connectivity, it does so at great cost.  Again, one only needs to look at the traffic 
study to see examples of unusual anomalies in the conclusions drawn by the study.  As an 
example, in all scenarios listed, the number of cars that would make a movement from the 
Avery Rd. exit of the site onto Memorial Dr. is exactly zero. It simply is not reasonable to 
assume that there will be no traffic impact to Memorial Drive from a 240 home subdivision 
located immediately north of Memorial Drive. 
 

 
 
 

Integration (Principles 3, 4 and 5) 
Creating places with integrated uses that are distinctive, sustainable and contribute to increasing the 
City’s overall vitality; providing some retail services in closer proximity to residential area as an 
important amenity to residents;  and  creating  a  wider  range  of  housing  choices  in  the community, 
as well as in new neighborhoods. 

 

Sustainability 
As discussed above, the Riviera development proposal does meet the specific criteria spelled 
out for Conservation Design standards as articulate by Dublin City Council in Resolution 27-04.   
 
Specifically, the application does meet the following standards described in the Resolution: 
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Section 1. New development shall provide a variety of housing styles and designs and preserve open 
space and natural features.  
 
The development does sufficiently provide a variety of housing styles.  The application 
considers only traditional single family detached homes.  While the application fails to consider, 
smaller multi-family units or condominiums, the use of patio homes to cluster development in 
the northwest of the development is admirable. The premise of conservation design is that the 
City will offer higher overall density in certain parts of the development in exchange for a 
conservation of the natural features and elements of the property.   
 
The City will require all new residential proposals where a planned development district is requested 
to provide a layout based on conservation design practices, indicating at least fifty percent open space 
for evaluation. 
 
The application calls for approximately 76 acres or approximately 50% open space. This is as 
required under Resolution 27-04.  
 
Section 2. Sites with woods, streams, river frontage, steep slopes, and other natural features or 
which otherwise provide significant open space will be considered as prime candidates for employing 
conservation design techniques. Additionally, conservation design techniques should be incorporated 
wherever possible for development sites located along the River Corridor, at the outskirts of the 
municipality or with proximity to the Glacier Ridge Metro Park. 
 
As discussed earlier, the site is called out specifically as a candidate for Conservation Design in 
two different graphics within the current Community Plan.  Further, the site would qualify for 
Conservation Design based upon the principles extolled above.  The site contains streams, 
ponds, natural vistas is on the outskirts of the municipality (977ft from Jerome Township) and 
maintains proximity to the Glacier Ridge Metro Park (1062ft at its nearest point).   
 
Section 3. Conservation layouts being submitted for evaluation should be based upon and adhere  to 
design criteria for conservation design that calls for the clustering of available density onto smaller, 
grouped, individual building areas. Conservation layout should generally adhere to the following 
principles: 
• All conservation design projects should strive for at least 50 percent open space areas. 
 

As mentioned above, the application meets the 50% Open Space threshold. 
  
• All conservation design projects should strive to have at least 75 percent of the dwelling units 
directly adjacent to open space areas. Dwelling units should be clustered in patterns that preserve 
sizeable open spaces and still disperse the dwelling units to permit a high percentage to be directly 
adjacent to the open space. 
 

In the current configuration the application meets the 75% threshold with 174 lots or 94% 
meeting this requirement.  172 lots are directly adjacent while 2 are across a public street.  
Dublin Code does not directly define “directly adjacent” but infers the meaning that a parcel 
must abut open space to be considered directly adjacent. 
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Section 153.02  (j)   OPEN SPACE TYPE FRONTAGE.  The orientation of a lot line, building façade or 
block face directly adjacent to an open space type, with no intervening public or private street. 
 
To meet the 75% criteria, the application would need to have at least 139 lots adjacent to Open 
Space.  The application meets the most stringent definition of “directly adjacent”.  
 
 

 
 
 
 
• All conservation design projects should attempt to provide large setbacks from existing streets, 
especially designated scenic roads, and to create a separate area identity surrounded with open areas 
specifically preserved in the development of these projects. 
 

The application attempts to integrate the Riviera development into the existing built 
environment.  The application proposes lots that complement the surrounding developments 
with lot lines that are directly adjacent to existing developments without creating a “separate 
area identity surrounded with open areas”. A naturalized buffer area surrounding the entire 
property could meet this requirement.  
 
• Wherever possible the street system should have a curvilinear pattern that will minimize traffic 
speed, support the housing development pattern, and protect natural features. 
 
This application has protected every pond on the parcel and most of the most prominent trees 
on the parcel as well.  While it is concerning that a number of the largest trees are in the 
westernmost portion of the site (outside of the control of this application), the applicant has 
made substantial accommodations to preserve the trees on the site.   
 
   

Adjacent 
Directly Adjacent 
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Analysis                                            Rezoning with Preliminary Development Plan

Process  Section 153.050 of the Zoning Code identifies criteria for the review and
approval for a rezoning/preliminary development plan (full text of criteria
attached). Following is an analysis by Planning based on those criteria. 

1) Consistency with 
Dublin Zoning Code 

 Criterion met  

2) Conformance with 
adopted Plans 

 Criterion met 
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3) Advancement of 
general welfare and 
orderly development 

 Criterion met with conditions:   
 
There are major concerns regarding this development and its impact on the 
surrounding roadway systems without major improvements.  Given the 
anticipated overall traffic counts, the intersection of Avery Rd and Brand Rd 
will likely need improved.  The application does not account for any 
contribution by the developer to the cost of those intersection improvements. 
 
Further, cut through traffic continues to be a very large concern for residents 
of surrounding neighborhoods.  Traffic coming and going to Dublin Jerome 
High School overwhelms the Avery Rd/Brand Rd intersection causing vehicles 
to seek alternatives routes through Belvedere.  Given the reduced number 
of lots in the subdivision, we do believe that the connection point to 
Belvedere at the eastern edge development between lots 25 and 26 should 
be eliminated, allowing these lots to be enlarged.  A walking path should be 
maintained between the lots.  However, this will discourage traffic from 
leaving Avery Rd, travelling through Riviera, through Belvedere and to Brand 
Rd.  While maintaining the Timble Falls connection, it is significantly less 
likely that traffic will abandon Avery Rd for Timble Falls or the current cut-
through route of Belvedere Green. 
 
The Friends of Dublin strongly requests that the City of Dublin accelerate 
plans to improve the Avery Rd/Brand Rd intersection which will eliminate all 
cut through traffic. 
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Analysis Rezoning with Preliminary Development Plan 

4) Effects on adjacent 
uses 

 Criterion met with conditions: The elimination and subdivision of the 15 
acres to the west of this property is positive.  However, the Friends of Dublin 
maintains that the ultimate disposition of that land should ensure that an 
east-west connector to Hyland Croy is built to better service that parcel, 
especially if it should develop for an institutional use.  In order to 
accommodate that connection, we believe that a neighborhood sized 
roundabout should be added at the potential intersection with Timble Falls, 
near lot 185.  A roundabout will better facilitate turns at the intersection 
during peak hours for institutional uses including special events. 
 
We believe that this will require the reworking of lots 136, 137 and the 
elimination of lot 185.  Lot 185 should be eliminated to not only facilitate the 
roundabout, but also to open the view shed to the Indian Run creek for 
vehicles and pedestrians utilizing the connector road. 

5) Adequacy of open 
space for residential 
development 

 Criterion met 

6) Protection of 
natural features and 
resources 

 Criterion met with conditions: As mentioned above in #4, we believe 
that lot 185 should be eliminated in order to preserve the view shed to the 
Indian Run creek.   

7) Adequate 
infrastructure 

 Criterion met with conditions:  We believe a neighborhood sized 
roundabout be built at the future connection point of Timble Falls and an 
East-West connector located approximately at lot 185. 

8) Traffic and 
pedestrian safety 

 Criterion met
 

9) Coordination & 
integration of building 
& site relationships 

 Criterion met with conditions:  
We would like to see a landscape plan that incorporates hardscape features 
(fencing, walls, stones, etc) that adequately define walk paths to common 
spaces and private property.  We look to encourage the public use of open 
spaces and not the casual integration of the pathways to open spaces into 
neighboring yards. 
 
Additionally, we would like to see connection maintained to the walking 
paths on the western portion of the parcel. 
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10) Development 
layout and intensity 

 Criterion met with conditions: In several areas, lot sizes should be 
increased to better integrate with the surrounding neighborhoods and to 
ensure that houses can be properly situated on the lot.  We recommend the 
elimination of 2 lots from 170 through 176 and spreading the remaining lots 
across the same area.  Further, we recommend the elimination of 1 lot from 
151 through 163 and spreading the remaining lots across the same area. 
Finally, we recommend the elimination of 1 lot from 164 through 169 and 
spreading the remaining lots across the same area. 
 
 

11) Storm water 
management 

 Criterion met: 

12) Community 
benefit 

 Criterion met:  

13) Design and 
appearance 

 Criterion not met: The proposed text permits vinyl or other PVC
products as exterior building materials and the Commission has
previously stated that vinyl is not a building material that exemplifies
Dublin as a high quality community. Vinyl should not be permitted as a
building material.  
 
The criterion stresses the importance of meeting or exceeding the quality of 
building designs in the surrounding area.  The most recent and applicable 
development text due to the age and size of the development would be the 
development text submitted for Tartan Ridge.  This development text is 
comprehensive including detailed architectural design criterion and standards.  
The development text includes sample elevations, examples of structural 
elements, diagrams depicting the intent of the language contained in the text 
as well as a strong diversity in housing types and architectural styles. 
 
The current application fails to meet or exceed the quality of the building 
designs of this nearby development. 

14) Development 
phasing 

 Criterion met 

15) Adequacy of 
public services 

 Criterion met 

16) Infrastructure 
contributions 

 Criterion met with conditions: The applicant should be required to pay 
into a fund to support the improvements at Avery Rd/Brand Rd. 
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Recommendation Rezoning with Preliminary Development Plan 

Approval with 
conditions 

 We recommend approval with the conditions stated below: 
 

1) Elimination of lot 185 
2) Elimination of the connection to Belvedere at Tantalus Dr. 
3) Elimination of 2 lots between lots 170 and 176 
4) Elimination of 1 lot between lots 151 and 163 
5) Elimination of 1 lot between lots 164 and 169 
6) Construction of a neighborhood-sized roundabout at lot 185 
7) Hardscape delimitation of access paths to common open space 
8) Continued walk path connection to western section of the parcel 
9) Substantial additional specificity to the Architectural Standards of the 

Development Text  
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Claudia D. Husak

From: MLewis8305@aol.com
Sent: Thursday, November 13, 2014 8:24 AM
To: Claudia D. Husak
Subject: Planning and Zoning Tonight

Claudia, 
 
I'm concerned by the email's that have been received by the Dublin Community in the past few weeks.  
  
Evite invitations should be reserved for baby shower's, surprise birthday parties, and neighborhood cocktail get 
together's.  Personally I'm appalled, by the use of this email device to try to bring out citizens for civil unrest in regards to 
Riviera Golf Course. This leads me to believe that the folks trying to organize against the project are not interested so 
much in community involvement to improve the City of Dublin, as much as to create a circus atmosphere around what, 
should be a presentation of the pros and cons, presented to the committee.  
  
I'm worried that we are going to end up on the 11:00 o'clock news looking like a bunch of spoiled teenagers, hoping to 
create enough of a ruckus to get elected to homecoming court.  The instigators in this, seem to have an agenda unrelated 
to the matter at hand, and I hate to see the city's reputation, pay for their hysterics. They do us all a disservice by the 
show of disrespect, that they show those that disagree.  I hope that at tonight's Planning and Zoning meeting the 
discussion can be based  on the facts of the situation. The plan seems to have been very well vetted between the city and 
the developer, and after reading the proposal, I'm in favor of moving ahead with the development. 
 
Thank you, 
Mary Lewis 
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Claudia D. Husak

From: Bob Gellenbeck <rsgellenbeck@aep.com>
Sent: Thursday, November 13, 2014 10:47 AM
To: Claudia D. Husak; Marsha I. Grigsby; John Reiner; Mike Keenan; Amy Salay; Tim 

Lecklider; Rick Gerber; Greg S. Peterson; Marilee Zuercher
Subject: Riviera Golf Club Property Development

I am writing to you again to state my opposition to developer Charlie Ruma’s proposal to erect 238 homes on 
the Riviera Golf Club property, on Avery Rd.  
 
This is only slightly less than he originally wanted, and does not at all appear to be in sync with the P & Z 
members' statements that they want this development to be less dense than the best area adjacent to it.  This will 
add over 300 school kids to our already crowded school buildings, and the property taxes generated come 
nowhere close to covering those costs, causing an unfunded expense of about $2 million per year for the Dublin 
schools that we Dublin school tax payers will ultimately have to make up!   
 
As a long time Dublin resident whose property backs up to Glick Road, I am extremely concerned about the 
increase in traffic that this development will cause with the additional homes and their families.  This could add 
as many as 750 more cars and trucks to the already overcrowded Avery and Glick roads, decreasing my and all 
property values along Avery and Glick roads and increasing the risk to property and the safety of my fellow 
Dublin residents in the area.  In addition, as a once long time member of Riviera Golf Club, I am very much 
aware of the many large historic trees, streams, ponds and wildlife that make up the “green space” on the 
Riviera Golf Club property, that will be lost to our community because of this development.    
 
I agree and support the coalition of 9 subdivisions that have been working together to express our concerns and 
oppose this development to P & Z Members and Dublin City Council. 
 
In my opinion, there are more negative impacts to our community because of this development, than positive 
ones. I urge each of the P&Z members to NOT APPROVE Charlie Ruma’s proposal and further I urge each of 
you to oppose any future proposals that eliminates this much needed “Green Space” from our community. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Bob Gellenbeck 
6320 Tanera More Court 
Dublin, Ohio 
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Claudia D. Husak

From: Anne C. Clarke
Sent: Thursday, November 13, 2014 2:51 PM
To: Claudia D. Husak
Cc: Kyle M. Kridler; Michelle L. Crandall; Jennifer L. Delgado
Subject: FW: Contact Dublin City Council [#462]

 
 

From: Contact Council [mailto:no‐reply@wufoo.com]  
Sent: Thursday, November 13, 2014 2:50 PM 
To: Anne C. Clarke; Judy K. Beal; Jennifer L. Delgado 
Subject: Contact Dublin City Council [#462] 

 

Name *  Paula Thompson  

Email *  thompsonpaulac@gmail.com  

Phone 

Number  

(614) 325-0377  

Subject *  Please block development of the Riviera Country Club land 

Comments *  

Dear Council Members, 

 

As a resident of the Brandon subdivision, I do not live in close proximity to Riviera, but I do care what happens to the 

land. Due to a scheduling conflict, I will be unable to attend the council meeting this evening. Thus, I am taking a few 

minutes to write to share my opinion. Placing a development on the Riviera land would represent a departure from the 

Community Plan for the land and a loss to the City of Dublin and her residents. 

 

My husband grew up in the footprint of the Dublin Schools (he attended Deer Run, Sells, and Coffman back in the days 

when there were only one middle and high school). I grew up in the suburbs of Cleveland, but as a family we have called 

Dublin home for almost ten years now. Dublin has many wonderful attributes (the schools, the people, etc.), but one of 

the things that I (and I would guess many others) love about Dublin is the city's green spaces and the city's efforts to be 

environmentally aware and responsible.  

 

There is no shortage of single family homes in the Dublin area, but a piece of land like that upon which the Riviera 
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Country Club sits is a rare gem. If you are able to stand in the way of this development, please do so.  

 

In one hundred years (or ten years, for that matter), one may look back on a decision to repurpose the Riviera Country 

Club land as a public golf course or community garden (or similar use) as a forward thinking, family friendly, and 

environmentally responsible move. Such a parcel of land will stand out as an amenity unique to and typical of Dublin. 

Another housing development, on the other hand, will certainly result in decreased green space, increased traffic (the 

Brand/Avery intersection is already dangerous), and potential overcrowding in schools.  

 

Thank you for your service to the community, 

 

Paula Thompson 

7700 Haverhill Ct. 

Dublin 

I would 

like my 

message 

to be 

sent to 

the 

following 

Council 

Members. 

*  

Mayor Michael Keenan (At-Large) 

Vice Mayor Richard Gerber (At-Large) 

Greg Peterson (Ward 1) 

Marilee Chinnici-Zuercher (At-Large) 
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Claudia D. Husak

From: mggarage@columbus.rr.com
Sent: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 10:06 AM
To: Claudia D. Husak; Marsha I. Grigsby; John Reiner; Mike Keenan; Amy Salay; Tim 

Lecklider; Rick Gerber; Greg S. Peterson; Marilee Zuercher
Subject: Riviera Development Plan

Over 200 Dublin residents attended the Planning and Zoning Commission hearing on the preliminary development plan 
for Riviera Golf Club this past spring.  Individuals unanimously voiced their opposition to this development citing, among 
other items: 
‐  Annual costs to the city above projected tax revenues; 
‐  Increased traffic on Avery Road, as well as through the surrounding communities when school is in session; 
‐  Additional burden on Dublin schools; 
‐  Housing density greater than the surrounding developments; 
‐  Development was not in accordance with the city development plan to retain this area as a green space. 
 
The Planning and Zoning Commission at that meeting also voiced concerns that the density was too high ‐ the aim for 
new developments should be less density than the surrounding developments, citing Muirfield as a maximum.  At that 
meeting, we were also informed that the Dublin school board had not agreed to provide land for a western access to 
Hyland Croy Road.   
 
We are deeply concerned upon learning that the City Planning staff is recommending that Planning and Zoning 
Commissioners approve this new subdivision.  The revised plan for the Riviera development still has density higher than 
the Planning and Zoning Commission members requested in the spring meeting; is not in agreement with the city 
development plan for this area to remain a green space; will still lead to increased traffic on the existing roads.  As 
nearby residents, we dread the additional difficulty accessing Avery Road at morning and evening rush hours, 
particularly when school is in session.  [And no, I don't believe a future roundabout at Brand and Avery will alleviate this 
last concern about access to Avery as there would no longer be stop signs to throttle or slow the traffic down.] 
 
We are also concerned that the latest revisions to the development plan appear to reflect some sort of deal that has 
been made outside of this public planning process to provide Dublin with land for a new school in return for a western 
access to Hyland Croy.  
 
For the above reasons, we request that the Planning and Zoning commission as well as the Dublin City Council listen to 
the residents of Dublin and reject this development and seek other alternatives to retain this land as green space in 
accordance with the city development plan. 
 
Joseph & Roseann Mercer 
6234 Balmoral Dr., Dublin, OH 
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Claudia D. Husak

From: Neal H. Wood, II <nhwoodii@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 10:07 AM
To: Claudia D. Husak; Marsha I. Grigsby; John Reiner; Mike Keenan; Amy Salay; Tim 

Lecklider; Rick Gerber; Greg S. Peterson; Marilee Zuercher
Cc: Robert Fathman
Subject: Riviera Club Site Plan Hearing

 
Commission Members –   
I recommend that the Ruma / Davidson‐Phillips development proposal for the Riviera Club site should not be 
approved at this time.   
My review yesterday and this morning of the current state of the proposal suggests that numerous proposed 
responsibilities of the developers have yet to be flushed‐out and monetarily quantified.  The developers’ direct 
wherewithal to fund these commitments, and/or acquire bonding to cover default risk, has yet to be fully 
disclosed.   
  
Until the referenced studies are completed and the developers’ assured ability to meet these financial and 
execution commitments are fully understood, the developers’ proposal should be tabled or denied. 
  
Respectfully, 
Neal Wood9377 Culross Court 
Dublin 
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Claudia D. Husak

From: Gary P. Gunderman
Sent: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 8:51 AM
To: Claudia D. Husak; Steve Langworthy
Subject: FW: Contact Planning [#65]

Looks like info only  
 

Gary P. Gunderman  
Planning Manager 
City of Dublin Ohio 
 
Phone 614-410-4682 
 
E-Mail ggunderman@dublin.oh.us 
 

From: Planning [mailto:no-reply@wufoo.com]  
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 10:08 PM 
To: Gary P. Gunderman 
Subject: Contact Planning [#65] 
 

Name *  Amy Onifer  

Email *  eoamy@aol.com  

Phone 

Number  

(614) 354-4274  

Subject 

*  

Negative impact of proposed Riveria Devolpment 

Comments *  

I am deeply saddened to read the proposed rezoning and development plan for the Riveria area. Being a homeowner in 

the Tartan West neighborhood this will directly impact my family. When we purchased this lot we were told that even if 

that land was sold it was designated green space. Just a short time later, we are hearing that not only may this area be 

turned into a residential site but that it may connect through our neighborhood. The thought of additional traffic, noise, 

crowding of schools and other nuisances is really bothersome. I urge you to strongly consider all of the negatives and 

really think if this is really in the best interest of the Dublin community.  

 

Thank you, 
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Amy Onifer 

8793 Sorrento Court 

Dublin, Ohio 43016 
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Claudia D. Husak

From: Dick/Diana Evans <dievans2002@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 11, 2014 5:41 PM
To: Claudia D. Husak; Marilee Zuercher; John Reiner; Greg S. Peterson; Tim Lecklider; Mike 

Keenan; Amy Salay; Marsha I. Grigsby
Subject: Riviera Golf Club Housing

Please do not consider allowing the density of houses in the area currently 
called Riviera Golf Club, that the developer is proposing. 
 
The schools are crowded, the proposed homes are close together, and the 
green space not adequate. 
 
The City of Dublin will have to put in walking/bike paths or sidewalks, traffic 
signals and how will it effect our water pressure? Will it require another water 
tank? Dublin is trying to grow to the East lets put the emphasis on that and 
downtown Dublin. 
 
Diana Evans 
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Claudia D. Husak

From: Jeremiah Gebhart <jeremiahgebhart@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 11, 2014 12:13 PM
To: Claudia D. Husak; Marsha I. Grigsby; John Reiner; Mike Keenan; Amy Salay; Tim 

Lecklider; Rick Gerber; Greg S. Peterson; Marilee Zuercher
Cc: Jessica Gebhart; cac@muirfieldvillage.org
Subject: Please take a moment to read my Protest to New divelopment in Dublin

 
To All Those Concerned, 
Do not approve more multiple home developments in Dublin. Home owners are aging and 
moving out creating sustainable room for new area residents. Land sold to individuals who 
want to build a home for their families is justifiable, a developer acting as a planner for a 
community is all together wrong for Dublin. Building up Dublin with multiple new homes, 
all within a small time period, ensures the need for large tax increases. Many homeowners 
are on fixed incomes and others are young blossoming families that are already stressed 
from steadily increasing prices.  
 
The developer has proven he is not willing to work with the people who live here currently, 
he has not adjusted the number of homes downward to reflect 15 fewer acres deducted 
from the project; but has significantly shrunk the lot sizes. This is example of a developer 
attempting to sell multiple undersized lots during a housing price upswing.  
 
Look to Gahanna and Blacklick area schools and roads, these areas are struggling to 
support the influx of so many so quickly at the expense of the workers (supporting their 
families) and children (attending those schools). Those areas were over developed too 
quickly by developers that didn't care beyond building and selling as many homes in an as 
small a space as possible. The communities left behind after the builders left are now 
charged with attempting to best fix now impassable roads during most hours of the day 
and develop their children for the future in an already overburdened school system.  
 
There are just so many problems with this plan.  There is no language in the plan, no 
agreement recorded, and no deeds have been transferred to ensure the developer is giving 
the schools 15 acres of land, behind the Jerome football stadium, for a future replacement 
of Deer Run Elementary. It is not in keeping with either the Community Plan which shows 
this as green space forever, nor with the "principals of conservation design for new 
subdivisions" that had previously been enacted by our Council.  Many landmark trees will 
be cut down. Trees 30 years and over are the only trees that make a measurable affect on 
the oxygen in the air, developers cut down and replace our community trees with trees that 
will not affect our air cleanliness until thirty years after planting.  
 
The coalition is very concerned about overcrowding of already jammed schools, possible 
redistricting, probable increased taxes to educate the over 300 new students produced by 
these homes, more traffic clogging Avery at Brand, Muirfield, Post and Perimeter Drives as 
well as Glick and Memorial.  To read the submitted documents, go to this 
website:  http://dublinohiousa.gov/pzc/14-068/    
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"Who benefits from this plan besides the developer?  How is this good for Dublin?" 
Do we allow over development to risk ruining the human ecosystem that is unique to our 
area? Does adding many new homes into a green area increase the health of our families 
who already pay to live here?  
  
V/R  
Jeremiah Gebhart  
5590 Carnoustie Circle 
Dublin Ohio  
(614)493-7853 
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Claudia D. Husak

From: Bob Clawson <bobclawson1@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 11, 2014 10:45 AM
To: Claudia D. Husak; Marsha I. Grigsby; John Reiner; Mike Keenan; Amy Salay; Tim 

Lecklider; Rick Gerber; Greg S. Peterson; Marilee Zuercher
Subject: Riveria Property

I am writing you in regards to the proposed use of the property currently known as the Riveria Country Club.  A few 
years back I represented the seller of the property at 8050 Avery Road, right down the street from the Country 
Club.  Several of you were there and made a decision on this property.  The Buyers proposal was to build patio homes on 
this property since there are really none for residents of Muirfield and the area to step down into.  We had done surveys 
and this was something the community really liked.  It was voted DOWN because of 2 reasons, one was the increased 
traffic and the density was just over the allowed density.  Now we have the Riveria proposal and it will bring way more 
traffic and a higher density.  It also serves no real purpose for the community.  The community has spoken again and is 
against this development.   The last time you went against the Communities wishes and I certainly hope you do not do it 
again.  As a Realtor it would be a good thing for me to sell some more houses, but as a Dublin Resident this could not be 
a worse idea.  The schools are already overcrowded and there are already so many housing developments that are not 
even close to being completed.  There will be too many new houses and not enough infrastructure.  This development 
will take many years to be completed.  Also the Ruma’s have proven they really don’t care what you tell them about the 
trees and surrounding areas they will do whatever they please.  Look at what they have done with the Wellington 
project.  It has been a whole bunch of misrepresentations and telling you what you want to hear and then changing to 
do what they choose. 
 
Please turn this development down since it is bad for the city as a whole and also why can you decide this is acceptable 
when nobody but the developer wants it when before you denied the 8050 Avery road project when the community 
really wanted it.  I still have at least 10 people who would love a patio home in Dublin that still does not exist! 
Sincerely, 
 

Bob Clawson  

iRealty Experts  
Your Home Consultant For Life  
614-595-1144  
bobclawson1@gmail.com  
www.bobclawson.com  
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Claudia D. Husak

From: Jerry Merrell <merrell00@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 11, 2014 8:30 AM
To: Claudia D. Husak; Marsha I. Grigsby; John Reiner; Mike Keenan; Amy Salay; Tim 

Lecklider; Rick Gerber; Greg S. Peterson; Marilee Zuercher
Subject: Riviera Golf Club

PLEASE! do not approve this 240 lot subdivision, it will play havoc on Avery road. 
Also, as I understand the proposal the the increased costs to our schools is not  
close to being neutral, meaning the rest of the community must pick up the tab. WHY?    
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Jerry & Frances Merrell 
8742 Craigston Court 
Dublin, Ohio 43017 
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Claudia D. Husak

From: Anne C. Clarke
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 10:11 AM
To: Claudia D. Husak
Subject: FW: Contact Dublin City Council [#458]

 
 

From: Contact Council [mailto:no‐reply@wufoo.com]  
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 10:03 AM 
To: Anne C. Clarke; Judy K. Beal; Jennifer L. Delgado 
Subject: Contact Dublin City Council [#458] 

 

Name *  Steve McElroy  

Email *  ohmcelroy@yahoo.com  

Phone 

Number  

(614) 886-9395  

Subject *  Riviera Development 

Comments *  

I'm concerned that we have lost site of the City Plan for Development. I have looked at all of the information objectively 

several times, and this does not make sense to me. This has been a topic of conversation with a lot of people that I run 

into around town, and in board meetings and community events. As a citizen, a small business owner located in Dublin, 

a father of children who go to school here, President of my Home Owners Assoc. here in Dublin, and an active member 

of a church here in Dublin. I ask "Why?" 

 

This is so far from what the citizens want that they are all wondering if we have the right leaders. People ask me if there 

is some sort of back channel deal going on? Is there money exchanging hands some how? The schools are so full in that 

section of town that our Superintendent is concerned, and has had several webinars and put out memos about it. The 

only way to truly fix this problem is another levy, and most people that I know will not vote for another Levi.  

 

Please do not let this developer get wealthier at the expense of your citizens!!! Lets do this right - lets hold our ground 

- lets make this a special neighborhood. Not a crowded, small lot, run of the mill development. 
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I would 

like my 

message 

to be 

sent to 

the 

following 

Council 

Members. 

*  

All City Council Members 

Mayor Michael Keenan (At-Large) 

Vice Mayor Richard Gerber (At-Large) 

Greg Peterson (Ward 1) 

Tim Lecklider (Ward 4) 

Amy Salay (Ward 2) 

Marilee Chinnici-Zuercher (At-Large) 

John Reiner (Ward 3) 
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Claudia D. Husak

From: Tom Gosiorowski <goscorp@columbus.rr.com>
Sent: Saturday, November 08, 2014 11:28 AM
To: Claudia D. Husak
Subject: Fw: BETTER ALTERNATIVE FOR RIVIERA  

  
  
To Dublin P&Z Committee via C Husak, 
  
The revised Ruma plan is still not desirable.  Dublin needs more green space not more high density 
developments. The RIv property is one of our last chances to continuing to be “Definitely Dublin”.  
  
There is another developer/investor interested in converting part of Riv to approx. 100 single story patio 
homes for over age 55 owners and a 12 hole city owned golf course/greenspace. 
  
Such a redevelopment of Riv would be in line with all parties best interests except Ruma’s. 
+ no additional public school age residents would reside 
+ conservation of 2/3’s of existing the golf course that would be owned by Dublin and leased out like DGC 
recently was 
+ compliance with existing zoning 
+ “Definitely Dublin” firsts ‐   
    +An Over 55 private residence community and  
    +an inviting 12 hole golf course where players could play a round in 2‐3 hours. 
  
This alternative plan is worth looking at and considering before a decision is made. 
  
Let’s move in a better direction . 
How do we get started ? 
  
Tom Gosiorowski 
8846 Locherbie Ct 
Dublin, OH 
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Claudia D. Husak

From: Marsha I. Grigsby
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 4:10 PM
To: Anne C. Clarke; Claudia D. Husak; Michelle L. Crandall; Kyle M. Kridler; Jennifer L. 

Delgado
Subject: FW: Proposed Riviera Golf Club Development

FYI 
 

From: Inez Paglieri [mailto:ipaglieri@aci‐industries.com]  
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 3:25 PM 
To: Marsha I. Grigsby 
Subject: Proposed Riviera Golf Club Development 
 
Marcia Grigsby, Dublin City Manager: 
 
I am writing this letter as the current resident and property owner of 8000 Avery Road, Dublin, Ohio.  I would like you to 
know that I am very much opposed to the proposed development of the Riviera Golf Club property by developer, Charlie 
Ruma, on Avery Road.  
 
From my understanding this area was meant to be a green space forever, according to the Community Plan and I also 
feel that this proposed development does not follow the "principals of conservation design for new subdivisions" that 
had previously been enacted by Council.    The thought of the removal of so many beautiful mature trees which would 
be necessary to construct the homes, is terribly disheartening. 
 
In looking at the diagram of the proposal, it seems to me that crowding over 240 homes on these small lots will make 
this new proposed neighborhood extremely congested. 
 
The additional traffic produced by over 240 new families on Avery Road will be horrendous.  The current traffic on Avery 
Road near our home is very busy already.  Many days, at various times of the day, it is nearly impossible to exit our 
driveway onto Avery Road due to the heavy volume of traffic as it is now.  Adding this many new residents to the 
development with one of the main access roads being Avery Road, will make this stretch of Avery Road even more 
congested and dangerous. 
 
Our schools in this area are already full to capacity.  Adding this as many as 300 new students to these schools will most 
likely cause an increase to our already high taxes. It opens up the possibility of redistricting as well,  which most 
residents will be opposed to. 
 
I cannot see how this proposed development will enrich the lives, offer any benefit or enhance the property values for 
the existing residents of this area.  Please do not approve this development. 
 
Sincerely, 
Inez H. Paglieri 
8000 Avery Road 
Dublin, Ohio 43017 
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Claudia D. Husak

From: Roland Kolman <rhkolman@aol.com>
Sent: Thursday, November 06, 2014 4:18 PM
To: Claudia D. Husak; Marsha I. Grigsby; John Reiner; Mike Keenan; Amy Salay; Tim 

Lecklider; Rick Gerber; Greg S. Peterson; Marilee Zuercher
Subject: Planning and Zoning Regarding the Riviera Golf  Property

Dublin City Council Members and Planning and Zoning Members  
 
It is understandable that our city's Planning and Zoning Commission wants to actively "plan and zone."  Such 
activity signals to Dublin residents their Commission is diligently doing their job, making our city a better place 
to live. 
 
However, sometimes the Commission's best work is not approving certain plans/projects--those that take away 
from our city's "livability" and create long-term problems and expenses.   
 
Such is the situation with the Riviera Golf Club rezoning.  The many, many problems that will be created if the 
developer gets his way have been thoughtfully explained in the last several months.  Dublin residents are 
overwhelmingly against another "me, too" housing project--there are too many other forward-looking uses of 
the land which can continue to make Dublin a wonderful place to live and work--and, importantly, the Planning 
and Zoning Commission can and should be the leader in planning and developing those projects Dublin 
wants and needs on the Riviera property. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
Roland H. Kolman 
8622 Davington Drive 
Dublin, OH  43017 
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Claudia D. Husak

From: Joan Burgess <jburgess@aci-industries.com> on behalf of Ralph Paglieri 
<rfpaglieri@aci-industries.com>

Sent: Wednesday, November 05, 2014 6:54 PM
To: Claudia D. Husak
Subject: Opposition to Riviera Gold Club Development

To the Dublin Planning and Zoning members (via Claudia Husak): 
 
As the property owner and current resident of 8000 Avery Road, Dublin, Ohio, I am sending this email to let you know 
that I strongly oppose the proposed development of the Riviera Golf Club property by developer, Charlie Ruma, on 
Avery Road.  
 
I oppose this for the same reasons as many other residents.  The extra traffic will be unbearable on Avery Road.  As it is 
now, there are many days that I wait up to 10 minutes for a break in traffic to leave my own driveway during rush 
hour.  Adding this many new residents to the development with one of the main access roads being Avery Road, will 
make this stretch of Avery Road more dangerous and extremely congested. 
 
The development itself appears to be overly congested with over 240 homes on small lots. 
 
I understand that this will increase the number of students to as many as 300.  Our schools in this area are already full to 
capacity.  Adding this  many new students to these schools all at one time will most likely cause an increase to our 
already high taxes.  
 
Lastly, I believe this land should remain a green space forever, as it was intended to be.  I also object to the removal 
of  the many mature trees which would be necessary to construct the homes. 
 
This development does not appear to offer any benefits or advantages to the existing residents of this area.  Please do 
not approve this development. 
 
Sincerely, 
Ralph F. Paglieri 
8000 Avery Road 
Dublin, Ohio 43017 
 



FW: Contact Dublin City Council [#446]

From: Contact Council [mailto:noreply@wufoo.com] 
Sent: Monday, November 03, 2014 9:18 AM
To: Anne C. Clarke; Judy K. Beal; Jennifer L. Delgado
Subject: Contact Dublin City Council [#446]

Name * Marilyn Economou

Email * mregte@gmail.com

Phone Number (614) 389-5195

Subject * Riveira Country Club Development

Comments * Please vote against the proposed development of the above 
property. I live on Loch Maree Court and, therefore, need to drive 
the streets that would be affected by this development on a regular 
basis, particularly when driving to my grand childrens' schools. 
Adding this many houses along Avery Road would be a real 
headache for such a narrow roadway, not to mention school over-
crowding, etc.

I would like my message to be sent to the 
following Council Members. *

All City Council Members

C. ClarkeAnne 

Tue 11/4/2014 2:30 PM

To:Claudia D. Husak <chusak@dublin.oh.us>; 

Page 1 of 1FW: Contact Dublin City Council [#446] - Claudia D. Husak

11/5/2014https://outlook.office365.com/owa/



FW: Contact Dublin City Council [#455]

From: Contact Council [mailto:noreply@wufoo.com] 
Sent: Monday, November 03, 2014 9:33 PM
To: Anne C. Clarke; Judy K. Beal; Jennifer L. Delgado
Subject: Contact Dublin City Council [#455]

Name * Eric Berschet

Email * ebersche@columbus.rr.com

Subject * Riviera CC development

Comments *

As a long time Dublin resident of over 25 years, I believe that Dublin has done a great job of managing the 

overall development mix throughout the area. The one exception in my opinion would be the development of 

this golf course. My vote would be for it to be owned by Dublin and continue to be a great golf course. Not 

knowing the overall costs, etc., it would seem that the course, if managed properly, could at least break even 

and at some point be a revenue source back to the city. I believe the last thing Dublin needs is 200 more 

expensive homes crammed into a now open space. Living near the golf course, I believe the traffic issues and 

the needed road improvements are not something we need. Just my thoughts. 

I would like my message to be sent to the 
following Council Members. *

All City Council Members

C. ClarkeAnne 

Tue 11/4/2014 2:55 PM

To:Claudia D. Husak <chusak@dublin.oh.us>; 

Page 1 of 1FW: Contact Dublin City Council [#455] - Claudia D. Husak

11/5/2014https://outlook.office365.com/owa/



FW: Contact Dublin City Council [#443]

For your handling … per Marsha.

From: Contact Council [mailto:noreply@wufoo.com] 
Sent: Monday, November 03, 2014 8:53 AM
To: Anne C. Clarke; Judy K. Beal; Jennifer L. Delgado
Subject: Contact Dublin City Council [#443]

Name * Mike Gunnarson

Email * mike.gunnarson@herrealtors.com

Phone Number (614) 403-3163

Subject * Riviera Rezoning

Comments *

Even as a successful Realtor in the Dublin area and living on the Avery corridor, I oppose the Riviera rezoning to 

residential. We have had a great struggle with school redistricting over the past 2 decades and the School 

District has a wonderful plan and has worked out all of our issues. If this development is approved, it would 

change all of these plans and ultimately put another levy on the ballot to build a new school. There is plenty of 

development allotted for Dublin in the Jerome Village Community for the next 10-15 years. There is affordable 

housing nearby and Ruma's idea of affordable housing in the $500s is ridiculous. This area is zoned as green 

space and should be kept this way. Ruma will go in and clear cut the 156 acres only to fight with you to replant 

the trees he removed. Lesson learned from Wellington Reserve? Vote no for Charlie Ruma.

I would like my message to be sent to the 
following Council Members. *

All City Council Members

C. ClarkeAnne 

Tue 11/4/2014 2:29 PM

To:Claudia D. Husak <chusak@dublin.oh.us>; 

Page 1 of 1FW: Contact Dublin City Council [#443] - Claudia D. Husak

11/5/2014https://outlook.office365.com/owa/



FW: Contact Dublin City Council [#445]

From: Contact Council [mailto:noreply@wufoo.com] 
Sent: Monday, November 03, 2014 9:14 AM
To: Anne C. Clarke; Judy K. Beal; Jennifer L. Delgado
Subject: Contact Dublin City Council [#445]

Name * Ken Hiller

Email * hillerken@gmail.com

Phone Number (216) 346-2189

Subject * Riviera Development

Comments *

Hello Council -

I'm writing to inquire why the Council enacts principles, but then doesn't maintain the principles is enacts, 

specifically in regards to the Riviera development. 

We love Dublin for so many reasons, one of which is the well planned aspects of the community and the 

strategy for development implemented by Council that make this a 'special' place to live.

So for us, and many I think, it's really a head-scratcher, that City Council It is not in keeping with either the 

Community Plan nor with the "principals of conservation design for new subdivisions" when it comes to Riviera.

What makes this area of Dublin different or beyond the rules/standards you've set?

I hope as a resident, City Council doesn't start going outside it's established standards as regular practice. We 

already pay significant taxes and we want to protect the city. If this continues, we'll start realizing that Dublin is 

not what it once was and the expense of living here will no longer be justified.

C. ClarkeAnne 

Tue 11/4/2014 2:29 PM

To:Claudia D. Husak <chusak@dublin.oh.us>; 

Page 1 of 2FW: Contact Dublin City Council [#445] - Claudia D. Husak

11/5/2014https://outlook.office365.com/owa/



Thanks for listening to a concerned resident.

--ken hiller

I would like my message to be sent to the 
following Council Members. *

All City Council Members

Page 2 of 2FW: Contact Dublin City Council [#445] - Claudia D. Husak

11/5/2014https://outlook.office365.com/owa/



FW: Contact Dublin City Council [#449]

From: Contact Council [mailto:noreply@wufoo.com] 
Sent: Monday, November 03, 2014 9:44 AM
To: Anne C. Clarke; Judy K. Beal; Jennifer L. Delgado
Subject: Contact Dublin City Council [#449]

Name * Diane Minns

Email * mwm77@aol.com

Subject * Riviera

Comments * Hello. I am wondering what the average size of the homes? How 
many garages will most homes have? Will the homes have first 
floor masters? I am wondering if the development is meant for 
young families, or might be targeted for people with older children 
or empty nesters? I think we could use a neighborhood with single 
family homes that encourage people with older children to move 
in.

Thanks

I would like my message to be sent to the 
following Council Members. *

All City Council Members

C. ClarkeAnne 

Tue 11/4/2014 2:31 PM

To:Claudia D. Husak <chusak@dublin.oh.us>; 

Page 1 of 1FW: Contact Dublin City Council [#449] - Claudia D. Husak

11/5/2014https://outlook.office365.com/owa/



FW: Contact Dublin City Council [#451]

From: Contact Council [mailto:noreply@wufoo.com] 
Sent: Monday, November 03, 2014 12:26 PM
To: Anne C. Clarke; Judy K. Beal; Jennifer L. Delgado
Subject: Contact Dublin City Council [#451]

Name * Scott Shanline

Email * sshanline@yahoo.com

Subject * Riviera Development

Comments * We are against the too-dense development plan for up to 244 
homes in the Riviera area. Don't we already have enough 
overcrowding in the Dublin schools, traffic problems, and ever-
rising real estate taxes? Please say NO to the developers and use 
this land for green space and/or a park. Thank you for considering 
our opinions! --Scott and Veronica Shanline

I would like my message to be sent to the 
following Council Members. *

All City Council Members

C. ClarkeAnne 

Tue 11/4/2014 2:31 PM

To:Claudia D. Husak <chusak@dublin.oh.us>; 

Page 1 of 1FW: Contact Dublin City Council [#451]

11/5/2014https://outlook.office365.com/owa/



FW: Contact Dublin City Council [#450]

From: Contact Council [mailto:noreply@wufoo.com] 
Sent: Monday, November 03, 2014 10:03 AM
To: Anne C. Clarke; Judy K. Beal; Jennifer L. Delgado
Subject: Contact Dublin City Council [#450]

Name * M. Michael Brothers

Email * mmichaelco@hotmail.com

Phone Number (614) 873-7763

Subject * Riveria Zoning

Comments *

I am absolutely against the proposed plan to re zone the parcel known as Riviera CC to allow for a housing 

development. I would see this as incredibly irresponsible and not in the best interests of residents of this part 

of Dublin. I also have issues with this development and the pressure it puts on the school district, traffic, which 

is already a problem at the 4 way stop at Brand and Avery where I live, and the amount of money it would take 

to build out proper infrastructure.

I have been watching this issue closely and intend to hold responsible those zoning members and members of 

council that vote in favor of this project for the issues and problems that will surface if this is allowed to move 

forward.

I would like my message to be sent to the 
following Council Members. *

All City Council Members

C. ClarkeAnne 

Tue 11/4/2014 2:31 PM

To:Claudia D. Husak <chusak@dublin.oh.us>; 

Page 1 of 1FW: Contact Dublin City Council [#450] - Claudia D. Husak

11/5/2014https://outlook.office365.com/owa/



FW: Contact Dublin City Council [#448]

From: Contact Council [mailto:noreply@wufoo.com] 
Sent: Monday, November 03, 2014 9:26 AM
To: Anne C. Clarke; Judy K. Beal; Jennifer L. Delgado
Subject: Contact Dublin City Council [#448]

Name * Kevin Casey

Email * kcasey@bizcarta.com

Phone Number (614) 761-2449

Subject * Rivera Zoning

Comments * I've had the privilege of living and working in this remarkable city 
almost twenty years and during that time many tough issues have 
come before P&Z, the Dublin Schools as well as City Counsel. This 
"Riviera" issue is no different and believe that you each will vote 
not only with your head, heart but also with the overwhelming 
majority that believe that the entire project is just wrong...I 
respectfully request that you vote no to the plan(s) presented

Thanks

Kevin P Casey 

I would like my message to be sent to the 
following Council Members. *

All City Council Members

C. ClarkeAnne 

Tue 11/4/2014 2:30 PM

To:Claudia D. Husak <chusak@dublin.oh.us>; 

Page 1 of 1FW: Contact Dublin City Council [#448] - Claudia D. Husak

11/5/2014https://outlook.office365.com/owa/



FW: Contact Dublin City Council [#447]

From: Contact Council [mailto:noreply@wufoo.com] 
Sent: Monday, November 03, 2014 9:25 AM
To: Anne C. Clarke; Judy K. Beal; Jennifer L. Delgado
Subject: Contact Dublin City Council [#447]

Name * Kevin Cassidy

Email * kcass@columbus.rr.com

Phone Number (614) 571-5958

Subject * Riviera Development

Comments * I do not beleive that Ruma's plan is the best use of the riviera's 
land and it is not in Dublin's best interest. It would make a 
beautiful park for various recreation and sports as well as provide 
land for a future school campus. 

Please do not approve this plan. We do not need more houses 
stacked on top of each other.

I would like my message to be sent to the 
following Council Members. *

All City Council Members

C. ClarkeAnne 

Tue 11/4/2014 2:30 PM

To:Claudia D. Husak <chusak@dublin.oh.us>; 

Page 1 of 1FW: Contact Dublin City Council [#447] - Claudia D. Husak

11/5/2014https://outlook.office365.com/owa/



FW: Contact Dublin City Council [#444]

For your handling … per Marsha.

From: Contact Council [mailto:noreply@wufoo.com] 
Sent: Monday, November 03, 2014 8:53 AM
To: Anne C. Clarke; Judy K. Beal; Jennifer L. Delgado
Subject: Contact Dublin City Council [#444]

Name * Kim Izzo

Email * izzos@columbus.rr.com

Phone Number (614) 339-3080

Subject * Riviera

Comments *

I don't understand why you would change the zoning for this parcel of land. There was a reason to limit the 

houses to 162 (my numbers may not be exact). To increase that in anyway is not keeping the community in 

mind. Personally, I think the city should buy it for the $2 million and make it a huge park. Why not! You could 

extend Memorial through to Hyland Croy and avoid some of the traffic at Brand/Avery where you refuse to put 

a circle in and avoid the cut-through of Corazon. 

Since I know you want the tax dollars from houses, I know this isn't an option. Therefore, looking at this parcel 

from a resident perspective, I would be very very upset if we get only 30 acres of green space instead of 50. I 

don't count the future deer run school land as a benefit to a resident. Vote wisely. 

I would like my message to be sent to the 
following Council Members. *

All City Council Members

C. ClarkeAnne 

Tue 11/4/2014 2:29 PM

To:Claudia D. Husak <chusak@dublin.oh.us>; 

Page 1 of 1FW: Contact Dublin City Council [#444] - Claudia D. Husak

11/5/2014https://outlook.office365.com/owa/



FW: Contact Dublin City Council [#452]

From: Contact Council [mailto:noreply@wufoo.com] 
Sent: Monday, November 03, 2014 12:40 PM
To: Anne C. Clarke; Judy K. Beal; Jennifer L. Delgado
Subject: Contact Dublin City Council [#452]

Name * Aaron Wenger

Email * aaronswenger@gmail.com

Phone Number (614) 504-5362

Subject * Riviera Re-Zoning

Comments *

I am a homeowner in Belvedere and would like to voice my objection to the current plans for rezoning and 

development of the land currently occupied by Riviera Country Club. The plan proposed by Mr. Ruma's group is 

clearly intended to maximize profit with no consideration for the effect on surrounding areas or the community 

as a whole. It is violation of the letter of the Dublin Community Plan and the spirit of conservation design 

required of new subdivisions. We just managed to get the students out of trailers at Deer Run, now we want to 

add a large number of new students to an already stressed school and district? Grizzell and Jerome would of 

course be similarly impacted. 

How does this development benefit the community of Dublin? A high-density/small-lot development devalues 

the surrounding homes and makes our city an overall less desirable place to live. There are literally hundreds if 

not thousands of such homes being rented (not occupied by owners) or sitting vacant in the Columbus 

metropolitan area, why should we add to that tally at the expense of our otherwise very desirable location? 

Simply put, I would not have purchased a home in Belvedere had I known it would soon become adjacent to a 

mega-subdivision, rather than the green space my wife and I found so appealing in this area. Don't un-Dublin 

Dublin! Please remember you represent the citizens of our community, not the interests of a developer with a 

C. ClarkeAnne 

Tue 11/4/2014 2:32 PM

To:Claudia D. Husak <chusak@dublin.oh.us>; 

Page 1 of 2FW: Contact Dublin City Council [#452] - Claudia D. Husak

11/5/2014https://outlook.office365.com/owa/



"buy first, zone later" mentality. The last thing our town needs is another subdivision, especially one with such 

a high-density, nature-unfriendly layout.

I would like my message to be sent to the 
following Council Members. *

All City Council Members

Page 2 of 2FW: Contact Dublin City Council [#452] - Claudia D. Husak

11/5/2014https://outlook.office365.com/owa/



FW: Contact Dublin City Council [#456]

From: Contact Council [mailto:noreply@wufoo.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 04, 2014 11:31 AM
To: Anne C. Clarke; Judy K. Beal; Jennifer L. Delgado
Subject: Contact Dublin City Council [#456]

Name * David DeLong

Email * ddelong5@aol.com

Phone Number (614) 733-0545

Subject * Riviera County Club Rezonging and proposed development

Comments *

I am a resident of Belvedere Subdivision. We built our home in 2003. The appeal of the neighborhood was the 

less traveled nature of the area surrounded by green space provided by Riviera CC. Whille it is still that 

somewhat, currently, Belevdere Green Blvd. has become a short cut for motorists and high school students to 

cut through the neighborhood to and from Jerome HS, speeding, causing a safetly hazard for motorists and 

neighborhood children, not stopping at the stop sign at the intersection of Bevedere Green Blvd and 

Summerhouse Drive. Our home sits at this intersection and we obsevre this every day. The police very 

infrequently are in the area to deter this behavior.

The traffic on Avery road and the intersection of Avery Road and Brand is already a concern causing frequent 

congestion with the traffic from Avery Park and surrounding areas. Adding 250 or so more homes to an already 

crowed area -- for no apparent good reason other than a developer wants to build more homes would seem ill 

advised based on the master city plan.

The proposed plans that I have seen would connect the development from Rivierea to a street in Belvedere so 

now that adds 250 or so more motorists to our neighborhood. More neighbors using our neighborhood as a 

shortcut.

C. ClarkeAnne 

Tue 11/4/2014 2:34 PM

To:Claudia D. Husak <chusak@dublin.oh.us>; 

Page 1 of 2FW: Contact Dublin City Council [#456] - Claudia D. Husak

11/5/2014https://outlook.office365.com/owa/



There does not appear to be a lack of new housing in the Dublin area, with Jerome Village and other new 

development areas underway. Why would we want to give up precious mature green space and park like 

setting, for more homes that really aren't needed. The Riviera property is a gem in the green space and park 

setting it provides to the city. 

The Dublin City Schools have already stated schools in the area are already beyond capacity with plans in place 

to address current over crowding needs. Why then again would we intentionaly add to this burden by bringing 

250 or so more families and school age children to this area? 

I respectfully ask council and the zoning committee to not approve the re-zoning request from this developer.

I would like my message to be sent to the 
following Council Members. *

All City Council Members
Mayor Michael Keenan (At-Large)
Vice Mayor Richard Gerber (At-Large)
Greg Peterson (Ward 1)
Tim Lecklider (Ward 4)
Amy Salay (Ward 2)
Marilee Chinnici-Zuercher (At-Large)
John Reiner (Ward 3)

Page 2 of 2FW: Contact Dublin City Council [#456] - Claudia D. Husak

11/5/2014https://outlook.office365.com/owa/



FW: Contact Dublin City Council [#453]

From: Contact Council [mailto:noreply@wufoo.com] 
Sent: Monday, November 03, 2014 1:54 PM
To: Anne C. Clarke; Judy K. Beal; Jennifer L. Delgado
Subject: Contact Dublin City Council [#453]

Name * Tina Howell

Email * chowell1@columbus.rr.com

Phone Number (614) 873-0889

Subject * Rivieria Sub Division Plans

Comments *

My family is concerned about the lack of planning by Virginia Homes developer, Charlie Ruma. His proposed 

development of the Riviera Golf Course into a sub-division of 240 homes should not be approved. It is obvious 

he has not considered the community when designing his plans. The amount of homes considered would have 

a certain negative impact on our existing school system, flow of traffic and current quality of life. Any new 

development should at a minimum mirror the lot sizes of the adjacent developments and have ample green 

space. Does Dublin need another housing development in an already congested area? Like our neighbors, we 

are concerned about the negative impact to existing home values in and around the proposed development. Is 

this really the best use of this land? 

Like many others we decided to build our dream house in Dublin. We like the numerous parks, walking paths 

and the spaciousness that comes from living in a well-planned community. If the plans for this development 

are approved, I can no longer say I am fortunate to live in Dublin. 

I would like my message to be sent to the 
following Council Members. *

All City Council Members
Mayor Michael Keenan (At-Large)
Vice Mayor Richard Gerber (At-Large)

C. ClarkeAnne 

Tue 11/4/2014 2:33 PM

To:Claudia D. Husak <chusak@dublin.oh.us>; 

Page 1 of 2FW: Contact Dublin City Council [#453] - Claudia D. Husak
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Greg Peterson (Ward 1)
Tim Lecklider (Ward 4)
Amy Salay (Ward 2)
Marilee Chinnici-Zuercher (At-Large)
John Reiner (Ward 3)
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Claudia D. Husak

From: jpartridge@nisource.com
Sent: Monday, November 03, 2014 2:00 PM
To: Claudia D. Husak; Marsha I. Grigsby; John Reiner; Mike Keenan; Amy Salay; Tim 

Lecklider; Rick Gerber; Greg S. Peterson; Marilee Zuercher
Subject: Please     the Riviera Golf Course Housing Development plan

 
We  have been  residents  of Muirfield since 1989.  We currently live on Pitlochry, off of Memorial Dr. 
 
Thank you for all you do for our Community.   Please continue to protect us 
by denying this over crowded development. 
 
What is the benefit of this to Dublin?    Who benefits beyond the 
Developer? 
 
Thank You. 
 
Jack and Anne Partridge 
8531 Pitlochry Ct 
Dublin, OH 43017 
 
614‐561‐4363 
 



1

Claudia D. Husak

From: Jennifer MacDonald <mommymac6@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, November 03, 2014 10:44 AM
To: Claudia D. Husak; Marsha I. Grigsby; John Reiner; Mike Keenan; Amy Salay; Tim 

Lecklider; Rick Gerber; Greg S. Peterson; Marilee Zuercher
Subject: Riveria Golf Course Development Plan

Hello Dublin Planning and Zoning Commission, 
I would like to express my disagreement to the proposed development of the Riviera Golf course.  When my 
husband and I chose Dublin when we moved here 5 years ago, one reason was for the wonderful, well-
organized community plan of residential, business, and green space. Please do not consider the current proposal 
of the development of the Riviera. It is not the best plan for the citizens of Dublin and our tax money. 
Thank you, 
Jennifer MacDonald 
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Claudia D. Husak

From: Marsha I. Grigsby
Sent: Monday, November 03, 2014 11:40 AM
To: Claudia D. Husak; Anne C. Clarke; Michelle L. Crandall; Kyle M. Kridler; Jennifer L. 

Delgado
Subject: FW: riverlea

FYI, this was sent to me only. 
 

From: Lori Sturm [mailto:lori@sturm.us.com]  
Sent: Monday, November 03, 2014 11:38 AM 
To: Marsha I. Grigsby 
Subject: riverlea 
 
 
As a resident in the area, very disappointed still that the city could not find a way to acquire the green space for future 
generations.  The Bublin golf course would have even had a great use a city golf club.  But if development is the only 
answer,  please have a reasonable no of homes.  We don’t need more traffic and high density.  Even with the bike lanes 
and the Shawnee Hills changes, still way too much traffic.  And what about making this area of town more walkable with 
a library and coffee or small udf type market.  Somehting useful that benefits the community.  
Please insist on more green and less density ar the very least! 
 
Lori Sturm 
5511 Aryshire Ct. 
Dublin, OH 43017  
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Claudia D. Husak

From: Barbara Kadunc <barbarakadunc@att.net>
Sent: Sunday, November 02, 2014 7:26 AM
To: Claudia D. Husak
Subject: Green space/Riviera CC

Please do not approve the 244 houses proposed for this land that should remain as green space. Is Dublin building a 
beautifully planned community OR fostering building houses that benefit only the developer?  
Barbara Kadunc 
 
Sent from my iPhone 



November 2, 2014 

City of Dublin Planning and Zoning Commission 
5800 Shier Rings Road 
Dublin, OH  43016 
 

To whom it may concern:  

I am writing to ask that you REJECT a proposed re-zoning of 168 acres comprising the Riviera 
Golf Club property (e.g. 14-068Z/PDP/PP) from its current R and R1 status to PUD (Planned 
Urban Development District) which would allow a developer to construct 240 residential houses 
on the property.  I am strongly opposed to the re-zoning request and respectfully ask the Dublin 
Planning and Zoning Commission to DENY the proposed request. 

My wife and I have lived in our home (in Muirfield Village) which is directly east (across Avery 
Road) of the current Riviera Golf Club driving range.  One of the main reasons that we 
purchased our home 12 years ago was the view that we enjoy looking over Avery Road and 
across the Riviera Golf Course. Allowing residential homes to be built on the property would 
forever change the tranquil view that we enjoy and quite likely reduce the property value of our 
home as well as the other homes adjacent to the property.  A reduction in home values would be 
expected to generate less property tax revenue, which would in turn have an adverse effect on 
services and amenities supported by property tax revenue in our city.  

In addition to the personal financial loss that we and adjacent homeowners would expect to 
incur, there are a number of others ‘costs’ that should be considered with regard to a re-zoning 
petition.  There is the added cost of educating the students who would live in the homes built on 
the property.  Preliminary estimates suggest that property tax revenues from the new homes 
would be insufficient to cover the additional costs of educating the students who will live in 
those homes.  Therefore, we can anticipate an unintended additional burden on the Dublin 
School District to reallocate funds, or increase taxes to cover the additional costs.  Neither of 
these alternatives should be forced upon the Dublin Public Schools by a re-zoning decision, 
especially when such a decision does not meet the standard of serving the greater good of our 
community.  From my perspective, it appears that the developer is the only entity who would be 
expected to benefit from a re-zoning decision.  The residents, schools, and city infrastructure will 
be the ones to bear the financial burden as a result! 

In summary, I strongly urge the Dublin Planning and Zoning Commission appropriately 
represent the interests and needs of Dublin residents, especially those of us who will be most 
directly impacted by the proposed re-zoning request.  Although my preference would be for the 
property to remain a golf course, and possibly open to the general public . . . at a minimum, the 
acreage should remain green space as designated in the Community Plan.  If houses are allowed 



to be built on the property, it is highly unlikely that the area would ever be reverted back to green 
space. 

The option before the Dublin Planning and Zoning Committee is clear . . . there is sufficient land 
area less than one mile further north and west of the existing Riviera Golf Club that could be 
used for residential development.  It would not be in the best interest of the city of Dublin, 
Dublin Public Schools, or the home owners adjacent to the Riviera Golf Club property to re-zone 
the land and allow residential homes to be built. 

Therefore, I respectfully request that you and other members of the Planning and Zoning 
Committee muster the courage to make a decision that is BEST for Dublin . . . and vote to 
REJECT the Riviera property re-zoning request! 

Thank you for your consideration, 

 

Robert J. Birkenholz 
6360 Cragie Hill Court 
Dublin, OH  43017 
(614-323-9903) cell 
 
cc: Dublin City Council 
 Robert Fathman 
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Claudia D. Husak

From: Andrew Graham <andrew@nexusproduction.net>
Sent: Saturday, November 01, 2014 12:30 PM
To: Claudia D. Husak; Marsha I. Grigsby; John Reiner; Mike Keenan; Amy Salay; Tim 

Lecklider; Rick Gerber; Greg S. Peterson; Marilee Zuercher
Subject: Opposition to Riviera GC Housing Plan

I'm extremely disappointed. I understand and can appreciate due process and the idea of giving Charlie Ruma 
his say on the matter, but I haven't heard one advantage to building houses on this golf course land nor have I 
met a single individual or household that has shown support for this building initiative. Hard to believe it's even 
gotten this far! One almost gets the impression that the City of Dublin is more concerned about the increased 
tax benefits to putting houses on this land than what the actual residents have to say on this matter. I do hope the 
City of Dublin does the RIGHT thing and opposes Charlie Ruma's idea to overpopulate our beautiful city. 
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Claudia D. Husak

From: Linda Hupp <la.hupp@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, November 01, 2014 12:42 PM
To: Marsha I. Grigsby; Claudia D. Husak; Amy Salay; Tim Lecklider; Rick Gerber; Greg S. 

Peterson
Cc: jreiner@dulin.oh.us; mkeenen@dublin.oh.us; Marilee Zuercher
Subject: Rivieria Golf Course Re-development.

My husband & I oppose the redevelopment of Rivieria Golf Course by 
Charlie Ruman and his son, Charles.  This will be very costly & very 
inconvenient for all residents of the City of Dublin. 
 
Linda Hupp 
Muirfield Village Resident 
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Claudia D. Husak

From: Alexandra Nielson-Joseph <znzpug@yahoo.com>
Sent: Saturday, November 01, 2014 12:54 PM
To: Claudia D. Husak; Marsha I. Grigsby; John Reiner; Mike Keenan; Amy Salay; Tim 

Lecklider; Rick Gerber; Greg S. Peterson; Marilee Zuercher
Subject: No To Current Riviera Development Proposal

Dear City Council Members, 
 
As a resident of North West Dublin I am adamantly opposed to the current Riviera Development proposal.  Eight years 
ago, I moved to Dublin because of it’s non congested safe neighborhoods with ample green space and award winning 
schools with my young family. The present proposal has no infrastructure to support the addition of the population that 
these homes would bring. Over the past 18 months the increase of traffic due to the already growing home sites in 
Jerome Village, Tartan Ridge, Corazon, etc have adversely impacted the routes my family commutes through for work, 
school, and other family activities. Non the least concern is the impact to the present elementary, middle and high 
schools. When my son started kindergarten his class at Deer Run Elementary was an ideal, only seen in private school 
ratio of 18:1.  Currently, class room sizes have increased close to 30 students per teacher.  These ratios are 
unacceptable, it hyper extends the resources each school has for the students, is ripe for chaotic learning environments 
and does not promote trust that our children’s academic needs are being met. When my property taxes help pay for 
91% of the Dublin School budget and proposals such as these are considered it makes me question the representation I 
am receiving from elected members. 
 
I escaped California to bring up my children in an idyllic setting that Dublin offered. Not only do I live in Dublin but I own 
2 businesses that pay taxes to the city of Dublin. I am not against growth. However, successful population of these areas 
must be maintained by proper urban planning and civil infrastructure of which none have been provided by the current 
Riviera Development proposal. I have voted positively on every levy increase to support and maintain the schools that 
my children have grown in. I need to know that my trust in you is well placed, and that Dublin as we know it is not 
becoming diluted. The reason people want to move into Dublin, are the same reasons that I had when I chose to move 
my family here.  It is my understanding that this development is opposed by many and not supported by anyone.  I hope 
that you hear us, the current residents and tax payers who are opposed and that you will represent us accordingly and 
thoughtfully. 
 
Thank you for your time, 
 
Alexandra Nielson‐Joseph 
Muirfield Resident 
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Claudia D. Husak

From: Bob Gellenbeck <rsgellenbeck@aep.com>
Sent: Friday, October 03, 2014 8:58 AM
To: Claudia D. Husak
Cc: Cathy Gellenbeck (catjg@wowway.com)
Subject: Opposition to Development of Riviera Golf Club

I am writing to you to state my opposition to developer Charlie Ruma’s proposal to erect 247 homes on the 
Riviera Golf Club property, on Avery Rd.  
 
This is only slightly less than the 288 he originally wanted, and does not at all appear to be in sync with the P & 
Z members' statements that they want this development to be less dense than the best area adjacent to it.  This 
will add over 300 school kids to our already crowded school buildings, and the property taxes generated come 
nowhere close to covering those costs, causing an unfunded expense of about $2 million per year for the Dublin 
schools that we Dublin school tax payers will ultimately have to make up!   
 
As a long time Dublin resident whose property backs up to Glick Road, I am extremely concerned about the 
increase in traffic that this development will cause with the addition of 247 homes and their families.  This 
could add as many as 750 more cars and trucks to the already overcrowded Avery and Glick roads, decreasing 
my and all property values along Avery and Glick roads and increasing the risk to property and the safety of my 
fellow Dublin residents in the area.  In addition, as a once long time member of Riviera Golf Club, I am very 
much aware of the many large historic trees, streams, ponds and wildlife that make up the “green space” on the 
Riviera Golf Club property, that will be lost to our community because of this development.    
 
I agree and support the coalition of 9 subdivisions that have been working together to express our concerns and 
oppose this development to P & Z Members and Dublin City Council. 
 
In my opinion, there are more negative impacts to our community because of this development, than positive 
ones. I urge each of the P&Z members to NOT APPROVE Charlie Ruma’s proposal and further I urge each of 
you to oppose any future proposals that eliminates this much needed “Green Space” from our community. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Bob Gellenbeck 
6320 Tanera More Court 
Dublin, Ohio 
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Claudia D. Husak

From: William Dopp <wdopp@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 02, 2014 9:17 AM
To: Claudia D. Husak
Cc: Mary Lyons-Dopp
Subject: Riviera (case 14-068)

Claudia, 
  
I’ve read the update on the City of Dublin web site regarding the rezoning and development plan for the 
Riviera Golf Course.  In the write‐up it states, “all application materials are considered to be drafts until they 
have received final approval by City Council.”  Does this mean the application received a preliminary 
approval?  Is the approval a foregone conclusion?  Does the public have a real say in the approval process?   
  
It seems like there are a few dominos which are about to fall.  The developer has a plan to build on the 
property and there’s not a competing commercial or economic use for the land.  Therefore, he gets the 
rezoning.  I would imagine once it’s rezoned, the City Council must approve or the developer would have a 
pretty good legal case against the City. 
  
The property owners in the area impacted by the housing project feel powerless.  From the outside, it seems 
like this will get approved regardless of what the community wants.  In the end, the homeowners in Dublin will 
he handed a lengthy construction project in our backyard, potentially lower values for our homes, higher 
property taxes to cover infrastructure needs, more traffic, and overcrowded schools.  The developer, on the 
other hand, will walk away with a load of cash. 
Any insight on how the community can stop this process would be appreciated. 
  
Cordially,  
Bill Dopp 
Belvedere Property Owner 
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Claudia D. Husak

From: Doug Helmreich <doughelmreich@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 02, 2014 7:11 PM
To: Claudia D. Husak
Subject: Yet another anti-Riviera email

Dear Ms. Husak, 
 
We're sad to see the green space go but understand some kind of development is inevitable. We only ask the the Riviera 
development meet the criteria already established by the Planning & Zoning Commission before gaining approval. The 
Community Plan should not be modified; overburdening our infrastructure is not welcome. We also need appropriate 
setbacks from the middle and high schools. 
 
Something closer to 175 homes, with ample green space, tree preservation, school setbacks, and maybe even a direct 
Avery‐HighlandCroy bike path would be more welcome. 
 
Best of luck with the process, and thank you for taking our feedback. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Doug and Julie Helmreich 
6600 Deeside Dr. 
Dublin, OH 43017 
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Claudia D. Husak

From: Mark Mace <MarkMa@Crane-Plastics.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 02, 2014 9:24 AM
To: Claudia D. Husak
Subject: Riviera Meeting

Hi Claudia‐my name is Mark Mace and I attended the first P&Z meeting regarding Mr. Ruma’s proposed development of 
the Riviera golf course.  I thought I heard you specifically address Mr. Ruma and told him to bring back a plan that was 
less dense than the nearest neighbor and had better use of green space.  I believe the least dense was Muirfield at 1.29 
homes/acre.  Why is Mr. Ruma submitting a plan for up to 247 homes (per notice of meeting from the planning and 
zoning commission) when this is not in accordance with your instructions?  I believe a density of 1.29 homes/acre would 
yield about 216 homes.  Does this mean the Planning and Zoning Commission will not approve Mr. Ruma’s revised plan 
or has the Commission reversed its stance from the first meeting?  I’m looking for some clarity here as I don’t fully 
understand the process. 
 
Thank you 
Mark Mace 
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I. Location and Size 
 
A. The site is located completely within the City of Dublin corporation limits and in three counties, 

Franklin, Union and Delaware Counties. 
 

B. The site is located at 8205 North Avery Road, on the west side of Avery Road, approximately 
3,175’ north of the intersection of Avery Road and Brand Road, immediately north of the Shannon 
Glen and Belvedere subdivisions. The property is the largest remaining parcel along Avery Road 
that is undeveloped between the Shannon Glen, Belvedere, Tartan West and Muirfield subdivisions. 

 
C. There is approximately 2,020’ of frontage along Avery Road. 
 
D. The site measures approximately 3,400’ east/west and 2,020’ north south and is generally 

rectangular in shape. 
 
E. The site is ±152.2 acres in area. 
 
 

II. Existing Conditions and Character 
 
A. The site is currently operating as the Riviera Golf Club, a private, full-service golf course with 

wedding and banquet facilities open to the public. The golf course is an 18-hole championship golf 
course with tree lined fairways, tees and greens, asphalt cart paths, ponds, driving range and rough 
areas. 

 
B. 907 trees exist on the site.  Of the 907 trees, 658 (73%) are in good or fair condition and 249 (27%) 

are dead or in poor condition. 
 
C. The site is located in the North Fork Indian Run Watershed.  The site generally drains from the west 

and from the east to a centrally located stream that flows from north to south, outletting into 
Shannon Glen Park. 

 
D. Portions of the site are located within the 100-year floodplain, which has been indicated on the 

Preliminary Plat. 
 
E. A preliminary investigation found two (2) jurisdictional streams and no jurisdictional wetlands on 

the site. The study was performed by Geotechnical Consultants, Inc. in October, 2013. The report, 
“Preliminary Jurisdictional Waters Determination”, has been submitted separately. 

 
F. Sanitary sewer from the clubhouse facility is currently handled by a package plant. On-course 

restrooms utilize a septic system with a leach field. The plant, septic tanks and leach field will be 
removed in Phase I. 

 



RIVIERA                                                                                    Development Overview  
 

            
            

            
            
            
            
           DO-2 

G. Several wells exist on-site and are used for irrigation. These wells will be capped in accordance with 
the proper procedures if they cannot be reused as pond recharge wells. Capping or re-use of the 
wells will occur in Phase I. 

 
H. The site is generally flat; sloping between 1% and 3%. There are no steep slopes. The eastern high 

point is at the 960 elevation, the western high point is at the 944 elevation and the low point is 
elevation 920. 

 
I. A large clubhouse, banquet facility, cart barn and parking lot exist at the highpoint near Avery 

Road. A maintenance facility exists on the southern boundary at the end of Tantallus Drive. Several 
other small comfort stations and shelters exist around the site. 

 
 

III. Analysis of Natural Resources for Conservation Design 
 
A. Conservation design practices are based on the natural resources of the site and provide for the 

preservation of open space. Sites with woods, streams, river frontage, steep slopes and other natural 
features or which otherwise provide significant open space will be considered as prime candidates 
for employing conservation design techniques. 

 
B. Primary Conservation Areas 

 
1. Wetlands 

 
a. There are no wetlands on the site, per the “Preliminary Jurisdictional Waters 

Determination” report. 
 
b. There are no naturally occurring ponds on the site. Several ponds have been created as part 

of the development of the golf course to serve as irrigation storage, playing hazards and 
general aesthetics. Ponds have been added or modified in shape over time to accommodate 
golf course operation. 

 
c. Two jurisdictional streams exist on the site as identified in the “Preliminary Jurisdictional 

Waters Determination” report. 
 
d. There is no river frontage on this site. 

 
2. Floodplains 

 
a. A 100-year floodplain exists along the two jurisdictional streams identified in the 

“Preliminary Jurisdictional Waters Determination” report. 
 

b. A Stream Corridor Protection Zone has been placed over the two jurisdictional streams to 
protect the flood plain. 
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3. Steep Slopes 
 

a. There are no steep slopes on the site. The site is gently sloping from 1% to 3%. 
 

C. Secondary Conservation Areas 
 

1. Soils 
 

a. The predominant soil types are Blount and Glynwood, a Type C/D soil. 
 
b. On-site sewage disposal is not proposed for this development, eliminating the need to 

define areas for filtering effluent. 
 

2. Woodlands 
 

a. There are no wooded areas or “woods” on the site. However there are a large number of 
trees on the site. 

 
b. Areas of original forest cover have been cleared long ago for agricultural purposes. Aerial 

photography from 1959 shows limited numbers of trees along the streams and fencerows. 
 
c. As the golf course developed over time, several hundred trees were planted to define 

fairways, influence playability and for general aesthetics. A select number of these trees 
have become specimens and warrant preservation. 

 
d. A tree survey has been performed, identifying 907 trees in various conditions on the site. 

 
3. Farmland 

 
a. Agricultural land/farmland is not present on this site. 
 
b. Farming of the property ceased with the development of the site as a private golf club in 

1970. 
 

4. Views Into and Out from the Site 
 

a. The current clubhouse is located on a highpoint and has prominent views along Avery 
Road. 

 
b. Significant open space views exist from Shannon Glen Park along the stream corridors.  

 
5. Significant Wildlife Habitats 

 
a. Habitats of threatened or endangered wildlife species do not exist on the site. 
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b. Wildlife travel corridors exist along the streams. These corridors are linkages to areas used 
as food sources, homes and breeding grounds. 

 
6. Historic, Archaeological and Cultural Features 

 
a. There are no buildings, ruins, earthworks, stone walls or other resources with historic, 

archaeological or cultural significance on the site. 
 
D. The primary and secondary conservation areas are generally located along the stream corridors and 

within floodplain areas of the site as well as along the property perimeters. With most of the natural 
resources located within these areas, larger, contiguous development zones are defined east of the 
streams, west of the streams and between the forks of the streams. 

 
 

IV. Existing Land Uses 
 
A. The City of Dublin GIS mapping identifies the site as “parks/open space.”  The Riviera Golf Club 

currently operates as a private, full-service golf course with wedding and banquet facilities open to 
the public. 

 
B. The site is currently zoned in two districts. The area situated in Union County is zoned R-Rural 

District.  The area situated in Delaware and Franklin Counties is zoned R1-Restricted Suburban 
Residential District. Both districts permit 40,000 square foot single family lots, schools and parks. 

 
C. The site is bordered by the Tartan West Subdivision to the north and west, Deer Run Elementary 

and Grizzell Middle Schools to the North, Muirfield to the east, Belvedere and Shannon Glen 
Subdivisions to the south, Shannon Glen Park to the south and Dublin Jerome High School to the 
south and west. 

 
D. Surrounding land uses include: suburban residential low density, suburban residential medium 

density, suburban/rural residential, civic/public assembly, parks/open space and 
vacant/undeveloped. 

 
E. Surrounding densities range from 1.41 du/ac. to 3.28 du/ac for residential uses. 
 
F. Portions of the Riviera site are near the Jerome High School stadium. This is a very active facility 

with year round activities. Any homes near this facility will likely be affected by noise and light that 
typically accompanies activities at the stadium. 

 
 

V. Proposed Land Uses 
 

A. Proposed uses are single family residential, parks, open spaces, community gardens and permitted 
uses as outlined in the R-1, Restricted Suburban Residential District in the Dublin Zoning Code. 



RIVIERA                                                                                    Development Overview  
 

            
            

            
            
            
            
           DO-5 

B. The proposed zoning classification is PUD – Planned Unit Development. The proposal is to develop 
the tract with 185 single-family lots oriented around a significant park/open space system. 

 
C. Fee simple single family lots in widths from 60’ to 100’+ will provide a range of residential 

products, from low maintenance, age targeted homes on 7,200 square foot lots, to custom homes on 
14,000 square foot lots. 

 
D. Subarea A proposes a minimum thirteen thousand (13,000) square foot, one hundred (100) feet wide 

fee simple lot with typical setbacks. Custom and semi-custom single family homes will provide a 
high quality built environment. 

 
E. Subarea B proposes a minimum nine thousand seven hundred fifty (9,750) square foot, seventy-five 

(75) feet wide fee simple lot with typical setbacks. Single family homes in this sub-area will provide 
a high quality built environment. 

 
F. Subarea C proposes a minimum seven thousand two hundred (7,200) square foot, sixty (60) feet 

wide fee simple lot. Single family homes in this sub-area will provide a high quality built 
environment. Reduced setbacks, first floor master floor plans and common maintenance target a 
buyer looking to downsize and reduce maintenance.  

 
G. When compared to homes in surrounding neighborhoods, Riviera will provide homes having equal 

or higher quality and character. 
 

 

VI. Incorporation of Conservation Design Techniques 
 
A. Provision for a variety of housing styles and designs. 

 
1. Rivera provides three subareas with different housing styles and designs. 
 
2. Subarea A provides custom and semi-custom homes on 13,000 square foot lots. 
 
3. Subarea B provides higher end, traditional single family homes on 9,750 square foot lots. 
 
4. Subarea C provides an age targeted home on 7,200 square foot lots. 

 
B. Preservation of open space and natural resources. 
 

1. Natural resources have been preserved in large, contiguous, visible and accessible open space 
areas. 

 
2. Open space areas have been distributed throughout the development. 

 
C. Consideration as prime candidates for employing conservation design techniques. 



RIVIERA                                                                                    Development Overview  
 

            
            

            
            
            
            
           DO-6 

1. Even though this site only exhibits one of the criteria (streams) to be considered a prime 
candidate for conservation design, conservation design techniques have been employed in the 
analysis and planning of the site. 

 
D. Conservation layout should generally adhere to the following principles: 
 

1. Conservation design projects should strive for at least 50 percent open space. 
 
a. A total of 76.1 acres preserves 50 percent of the site as open space. 

 
2. Conservation design should strive to have at least 75 percent of the dwelling units directly 

adjacent to open space areas. 
 

a. 166 of 185 lots are directly adjacent to open space areas. This represents 90 percent of the 
total units. 

 
3. Conservation design projects should attempt to provide large setbacks from existing streets, 

especially designated scenic roads. 
 

a. Avery Road has been designated a scenic road. The development has approximately 2,020’ 
of frontage along Avery Road. 

 
b. A 100’ wide scenic setback has been provided along Avery Road. 
 

4. Create a separate area identity surrounded with open space areas specifically preserved in the 
development of these projects. 

 
a. The Riviera site is an infill site. Location and type of development within the site is dictated 

by bordering developments. Proposed uses are complementary to the adjacent uses. 
 

b. The preservation of 76.1 acres of open space, its location within the project and its 
programming potential create an identity not only for this site, but for the surrounding area. 

 
5. Whenever possible, the street system should have a curvilinear pattern that will minimize traffic 

speed, support the housing development pattern and protect natural features. 
 

a. The Riviera street network provides connections to surrounding neighborhoods at 3 points 
and provides for 1 new connection. The road layout discourages cut through traffic, 
speeding and is generally curvilinear in form. 

 
b. The road network minimizes stream crossings and has been designed to avoid/preserve trees 

and other natural features. 
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VII. Parks and Open Space 
 
A. A total of 76.1 acres (50.0%) of the development will be preserved for parks and open spaces. 
  
B. The parks and open space system within the Riviera development will be developed around the 

existing stream corridor and extend to all areas of the development. These areas will function as 
both passive and active green spaces and designated park areas. 

 
C. A prominent central park area 29.6 acres in size becomes the organizing element for the 

neighborhood.  This park provides easy access and visibility to the preserved natural features on the 
site and areas for programmed park development for the new development as well as surrounding 
neighborhoods. 

 
D. A shared-use path system, within the open space areas, will provide access to the greater citywide 

system, will provide multiple walking/running loops within the development and provide safe 
alternative access to schools. 

 
E. The Riviera parks and open space system will complete a significant greenway link in the regional 

park system, connecting Avery Park to the south to the 1,000 acre Glacier Ridge Metro Park to the 
northwest. 

 
F. Parks and open space areas within the development will be owned by the City of Dublin and 

maintained by the City of Dublin and the home owners association. 
 

 

VIII. Provision of Utilities 
 
A. General 

 
1. All utilities, including sanitary sewer, water, telephone, electric, and gas, are available at this 

site. 
 
2. All utilities will be designed and constructed to meet the standards established by the City of 

Dublin Engineer, which includes the City of Columbus standards as required. 
3. A comprehensive storm water management system will meet City of Dublin design criteria. 
 
4. All utilities shall be placed in appropriate locations on the lots that will best preserve the 

existing trees in good or fair condition. 
 
B. Sanitary Sewer 

 
1. Sanitary sewer service to Riviera will be provided from two locations.  
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2. The southeastern portion of the proposed development will be serviced from an existing 8-inch 
sanitary sewer  line that is stubbed to the southern property line at the end of Tantalus Drive in 
the Belvedere Development and was designed to accommodate approximately 33.9 acres of 
tributary area  

 
3. The remainder of the development will connect to the existing 18” sanitary sewer line which is 

located onsite, along Riviera’s southern property line and was designed to accommodate the 
remainder of the site 

 
4. A sanitary sewer analysis, “Capacity Analysis for the North Fork Indian Run Sub-Trunk”, 

determined a capacity deficiency which warrants downstream sewer improvements. This study 
has been funded by the developer and has been submitted separately.  
 

5. Any required off-site sanitary sewer improvements and developer percentage contributions shall 
be identified and included in an infrastructure agreement between the developer and the City of 
Dublin, as approved by City Council. 

 
C. Water 

 
1. An existing 16-inch water main along the east side of Avery Road should be adequate to 

provide service to this site.  
 
2. Public water mains will be constructed along the proposed roadways within the development. 

 
3. The existing 8-inch water mains stubbed at the end of Firenza Place, Timble Falls Drive and 

Tantalus Drive will be tied into the new public system which will aid in service to this site. 
 
D. Storm Water –Pre  Developed 

 
1. The predominant soil types are Blount and Glynwood, a Type C/D soil, corresponding to a pre-

developed runoff curve number of 74.  
 

E. Storm Water –Post Developed 
 

1. In the post-development condition the site drainage will be handled by four retention basins that 
will accept drainage from impervious areas such as roadways, driveways, roofs, and sidewalks 
and some back yard drainage. The total developed tributary area to the basins is approximately 
130 acres with a composite runoff curve number of 81. The analysis was conservatively run 
with a 10-year critical storm.  The outlets of the basins drain to the existing stream running 
through the site. Water quality is provided by the use of the wet basins per Ohio EPA and City 
of Dublin requirements. The outlet for each basin will be a three-stage outlet, with the first stage 
providing the required 24 hour water quality drawdown. The second stage controls the 10-year 
event, and the third stage the 100-year event. 
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2. Stream corridor protection zones, as required by City of Dublin, have been placed on both 
jurisdictional streams as indicated on the Preliminary Plat. 
 

3. All stormwater management areas will be maintained by the City of Dublin. 
 
 

IX.  Access, Circulation and Improvements 
 
A. Vehicular access to the site will be from a single access point on Avery Road and from 3 existing 

streets stubbed to the property, connecting to the surrounding neighborhoods. 
 
B. A full service, site access drive from Avery Road will provide primary vehicular access. 
 
C. Tantalus Drive extends from the Belvedere neighborhood to connect with Riviera. 
 
D. Timble Falls Drive extends from the Belvedere neighborhood to connect with Riviera. 
 
E. Firenza Place extends from the Tartan West neighborhood to connect with Riviera. 

 
F. Cacchio Place street stub will provide for a potential connection to Hyland-Croy Road. 
 
G. Primary vehicular circulation through the neighborhood provides easy access to three subareas 

providing different single family product types while discouraging cut-through circulation. 
 
H. Pedestrian connections will provide access to the neighboring schools, surrounding bike path 

network and regional parks/open space network. 
 

I. A pedestrian crossing system on Avery Road will be provided. 
 
J. A northbound turn lane shall be provided at the Avery Road site access as detailed in the TIS. 

 
K. The developer will enter into an infrastructure agreement with the City, prior to submitting the 

initial final development plan, for any applicable development thresholds and public project 
contributions, including the Avery Road pedestrian crossing. 

 
 

X. Phasing 
 
A. This project has been divided into five (5) Phases. Phasing will start with Section 1 and progress in 

order through Section 4, as indicated on the Preliminary Plat. 
 
B. Phase 1 (Section 1) will include removal of the clubhouse, parking lot and maintenance facility, 

wells, sanitary plant, septic system and leach fields and other associated infrastructure, construction 
of a northbound Avery Road left turn lane, Avery Road pedestrian crossing, main site access drive, 
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street connection to Tantalus Drive, Reserves A, B and C, Basins A and B, and 40 lots in Subarea 
A. 

 
C. Phase 2 (Section 2) will include Reserves D, E, F and G, Basin C, and 45 lots in Subarea B. 
 
D. Phase 3 (Section 3-1) will include Reserves H and I, and 23 lots in Subarea B. 
 
E. Phase 4 (Section 3-2) will include the street connection to Firenza Place, Reserve J, Basin D, and 29 

lots in Subarea C. 
 
F. Phase 5 (Section 4) will include the street connection to Timble Falls Drive, Reserves K, L and M, 

Basins E and F, and 48 lots in Subarea B. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SECTION II- 
Development Standards 
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I.  DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS  
 
Basic development standards are addressed in this text regarding proposed density, general site 
issues, traffic, circulation, landscaping, and architecture.  These component standards ensure 
consistency and quality throughout the development.  Unless otherwise specified in the submitted 
drawings or in this written text, the development standards of Chapter 152 and 153 of the City of 
Dublin Code shall apply.  
 

 
 

II.  PERMITTED USES  
 
A. Single-family detached homes. 

 
B. Parks, open spaces and community gardens. 

 
C. Permitted uses as outlined in the R-1, Restricted Suburban Residential District in the Dublin 

Zoning Code. 
 
 

III.  DENSITY 
 
A. A maximum of one hundred eighty five (185) residential dwelling units shall be permitted in this 

PUD. 
 

B. A maximum gross density of 1.22 dwelling units per acre shall be permitted in this PUD. 
 
 

IV.  LOT STANDARDS 
 
A.  Subarea A 
 

1. General Character 
 
a. Dwellings may be custom and semi-custom single family homes on traditional lots with 

fee simple ownership, having equal or higher quality and character when compared to 
homes in surrounding neighborhoods. 

 
2. Lot Size  

 
a. Lot Area:  Thirteen thousand (13,000) square feet minimum. 

 
b. Lot Width: One hundred (100) feet minimum. 

 
c. Lot Depth: One hundred twenty-five (125) feet minimum. 
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3.   Lot Setbacks 
 

a. Front yard:  Twenty-five (25) feet minimum. Staggered setbacks on adjacent lots are not 
required. 
 

b. Rear yard:  Twenty-five (25) feet minimum. 
 

c. Side yard:  Eight (8) feet minimum. 
 

d. Avery Road:  There shall be a minimum building setback of one hundred (100) feet, as 
measured from the proposed Avery Road right-of-way.  Streets, utilities, storm water 
management, landscaping, shared-use paths, open space, park amenities and entry 
features may be located within this setback to enhance the rural character of the Avery 
Road corridor.   

 
B.  Subarea B 
 

1. General Character 
 

a. Dwellings may be single family homes on traditional lots with fee simple ownership, 
having equal or higher quality and character when compared to homes in surrounding 
neighborhoods. 
 

b. Portions of Subarea B (west) are near Jerome High School. The school and associated 
sports fields are very active facilities with year round activities. Any homes near the 
school will likely be affected by the noise and light that typically accompanies activities 
at the school. 

 
2. Lot Size 

 
a. Lot Area:  Nine thousand seven hundred fifty (9,750) square feet minimum 

 
b. Lot Width: Seventy-five (75) feet minimum. 

 
c. Lot Depth: One hundred twenty-five (125) feet minimum. 

 
3.   Lot Setbacks 

 
a. Front yard:  Twenty-five (25) feet minimum, except for Cacchio Lane which is twenty 

(20) feet minimum. Staggered setbacks on adjacent lots are not required. 
 

b. Rear yard:  Twenty-five (25) feet minimum. 
 

c. Side yard:  Six (6) feet minimum. 
 

d. Avery Road:  There shall be a minimum building setback of one hundred (100) feet, as 
measured from the proposed Avery Road right-of-way.  Streets, utilities, storm water 
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management, landscaping, shared-use paths, open space, park amenities and entry 
features may be located within this setback to enhance the rural character of the Avery 
Road corridor.   

 
C.  Subarea C 
 

1. General Character 
 

a. Dwellings may be single family homes on traditional lots with fee simple ownership, 
having equal or higher quality and character when compared to homes in surrounding 
neighborhoods. Reduced setbacks, first floor master floor plans and common 
maintenance target a buyer looking to downsize and/or reduce maintenance. 
 

2. Lot Size  
 

a. Lot Area:  Seven thousand two hundred (7,200) square feet minimum. 
 

b. Lot Width: Sixty (60) feet minimum. 
 

c. Lot Depth: One hundred twenty (120) feet minimum. 
 

3.   Lot Setbacks 
 

a. Front yard:  Twenty (20) feet minimum. Staggered setbacks on adjacent lots are not 
required. 
 

b. Rear yard:  Fifteen (15) feet minimum. 
 

c. Side yard:  Five (5) feet minimum.  
 

4.   Lot Coverage  
 

a. The maximum lot coverage shall be seventy (70) percent.  
 
D. On-Lot Stream Corridor Protection Zone  
 

1. Portions of the Stream Corridor Protection Zone may be platted on individual lots. 
 

2. No building, structure, fence, patio, recreational or athletic facility, or any other 
improvement of any kind may be placed temporarily or permanently upon, in or under the 
area designated hereon as an “On Lot Stream Corridor Protection Zone” nor shall any work 
be performed thereon which would alter the natural state of the zone or damage any of the 
trees or vegetation therein. 

 
3. No tree may be removed from the “On Lot Stream Corridor Protection Zone” except for the 

removal of dead, diseased, decayed, or noxious trees and other understory vegetation or as 
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may be required for conservation or in keeping with good forest management practices. 
Areas without trees or understory vegetation on the lot may be maintained as lawn. 

 
4. The developer will work with planning staff to determine a method of physically delineating 

any on-lot SCPZ area and/or ensuring the property owners are aware of the presence of the 
on-lot SCPZ and its restrictions. If an on-lot SCPZ’s is present, final design and/or details for 
delineation or notification will be included in the final development plan. 

 
 

V.  STREET ACCESS AND/OR IMPROVEMENTS  
 
A.  Access  
 

1.   Avery Road: 
 

a. A full service intersection shall be provided as indicated on the Preliminary Plat. 
 

2.   Tantalus Drive: 
 

a. Tantalus Drive shall be extended northward from the Belvedere neighborhood to 
connect with the Riviera street network as indicated on the Preliminary Plat. 

 
3.   Timble Falls Drive: 

 
a. Timble Falls Drive shall be extended northward from the Belvedere neighborhood to 

connect with the Riviera street network as indicated on the Preliminary Plat. 
 

4.   Firenza Place: 
 

a. Firenza Place shall be extended eastward from the Tartan West neighborhood to connect 
with the Riviera street network as indicated on the Preliminary Plat. 

 
5.   Cacchio Place: 

 
a. As indicated on the Preliminary Plat, a street stub, Cacchio Place is provided to allow 

future access to Hyland-Croy Road. The developer will work with staff to provide a sign 
at the end of the stub indicating the intent of the future connection. 

 
6.   Pedestrian Access to Schools: 

 
a. Off–site pedestrian access to Grizzell Middle School shall be provided as permitted by 

Dublin City Schools. 
 

b. If so desired by the Dublin City Schools, the developer will provide a pedestrian 
connection to Jerome High School. 
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c. Any permitted off-site connection points to existing path networks on school properties 
shall be coordinated with Dublin City Schools. 

 
d. Final design details of any connections will be provided in the Final Development Plan. 

 
7.   Private Driveways 
 

a. Vehicular access shall be limited to one (1) driveway curb-cut per lot. 
 

b. Corner lots generally should provide driveway access to the anticipated lesser traveled 
street, except lots 25 and 26 as indicated on the Preliminary Plat. Lots 25 and 26 shall 
have driveway access limited to Albanese Circle. 

 
c. Permitted primary pavement materials include concrete, brick, concrete pavers, colored 

and imprinted concrete, or natural stone pavers or flagstones. Asphalt is not permitted. 
The use of gravel as a driveway material is not permitted.  Secondary materials such as 
brick or stone may be used for driveway borders or insets. 

 
B.  Improvements 
 

1.   Avery Road Site Access: 
 

a. A northbound left turn lane shall be provided at the Avery Road site access, as detailed 
in the TIS, as part of Section 1. 
 

2.   Avery Road Pedestrian Crossing: 
 

a. A pedestrian crossing system across Avery Road shall be provided as part of Section 1 
and coordinated with the City Engineer. Final details of this crossing shall be provided 
in the Final Development Plan. 

 
3.   Hyland-Croy Connector Road: 

 
a. The developer will work with the city to program a direct site connection to Hyland-

Croy Road to the satisfaction of the City Engineer prior to the approval of a plat that 
includes the Firenza Place connection to Tartan West. 

 
4.   Off-Site Traffic Improvements: 

 
a. Any required off-site traffic improvements, including the Hyland-Croy connector, and 

developer percentage contributions, based on the findings of the TIS, shall be identified 
and included in an infrastructure agreement between the developer and the City of 
Dublin, as approved by City Council. 
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VI.  STREET STANDARDS 
 
A.  Public Streets 
 

1.   Right-of-Way Width: Fifty (50) feet minimum  
 

2.   Pavement Width: Twenty-eight (28) feet minimum for all public streets, as measured 
back-of-curb to back-of-curb 

 
3.   Drive Lanes:  Two (2) 

 
4.   Parking Lanes: Parking shall be permitted on one side of public streets internal to the 

site opposite the waterline and fire hydrants.   
5.   Tree Lawn: May vary based on existing vegetation, but shall in no case be less 

than eight (8) feet in width. 
 
6.   Sidewalk: Four (4) feet wide minimum; sidewalks shall be concrete and located 

on both sides of the street. 
 
7.   Shared-use path: Eight (8) feet wide minimum; shared-use paths shall be constructed of 

asphalt, except when located in front of lots. When located in front of 
lots, the path shall be constructed of concrete with saw cut joints. 

 
 

VII. UTILITIES 
 
A.  Design and Construction 
 

1. All utilities shall be designed and constructed to meet the standards established by the City 
of Dublin Engineer, which includes City of Columbus standards as required. 
 

2. Required off-site sanitary improvements and developer percentage contributions shall be 
identified and included in an infrastructure agreement between the developer and the City of 
Dublin, as approved by City Council. 

 
B.  Location 
 

1.   All utilities shall be placed in appropriate locations on the individual home lots that will best 
preserve the existing trees in good or fair condition. 
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VIII. STORM WATER MANAGEMENT 
 
A.  Design and Construction 
 

1. A comprehensive storm water management system shall be developed, following the Ohio 
EPA and City of Dublin storm water management policies. 
 

B. Location 
 

1. Storm water management facilities may be located in any reserve areas. Final design and 
details will be provided in the Final Development Plan. 
 

C. Stream Corridor Protection Zone 
 

1. There shall be a Stream Corridor Protection Zone as indicated on the Preliminary Plat. A 
definition is contained within the City of Dublin Codified Ordinance Section 53.200 for the 
areas designated as “Stream Corridor Protection Zones”. Sections 53.210 – 53.240 describe 
uses and facilities that are permitted and prohibited within the Stream Corridor Protection 
Zone. 

 

D. 100-year floodplain (Zone A) 
 

1. The developer shall provide a Letter of Map Amendment (LOMA) and supportive materials 
in the Final Development Plan that includes lots in FEMA designated 100-year floodplain 
(Zone A), subject to approval by engineering. 

 
E. Maintenance Responsibility 
 

1. All stormwater structures/areas shall be maintained by the City of Dublin. 
 
 

IX.   TREE PRESERVATION, REMOVAL AND REPLACEMENT 
 
A.  Tree Preservation/Removal 
 

1. It is the intent of the developer to preserve as many good and fair condition trees as possible 
on site.  A good faith effort will be made to preserve existing trees in good and fair condition 
where indicated on the preliminary development plan. Tree replacements will be made in 
accordance with the Zoning Code, except as noted. The developer will work with staff at the 
final development plan stage to identify appropriate measures and best practices to ensure 
continued preservation. 
 

2. A Tree Removal and Preservation Plan will be provided as part of the Final Development 
Plan. 
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a. Tree protection fencing shall be shown on the Tree Removal and Preservation Plan at or 
beyond the critical root zone of all trees to be preserved. 
 

b. Chain link, wire or two rail wood fencing shall be used to protect special, selected 
landmark trees identified to be preserved and located in or near the path of direct site 
development. 

 
3. City approval of tree protection fencing locations shall be required prior to the issuance of 

construction permits. 
 

4. If critical root zones of preserved trees cannot be maintained during construction, those 
impacted trees shall be replaced in accordance with code. 

 
B. Tree Replacement Plan  
 

1.  Tree Replacement shall be per code, with the following exceptions: 
 

a. Replacement trees shall be deciduous or evergreen trees. Deciduous trees shall have a 
minimum caliper size of two and one-half (2 ½) inches. Evergreen species shall be seven 
(7) feet in height minimum and count as two and one-half (2 ½) inches. 
 

b. Evergreen trees shall be limited to no more than thirty (30) percent of the total caliper 
inch replacement requirement. 
 

2. Replacement trees may be located in all open space reserve areas.  
  
 

X.  PARKS AND OPEN SPACE  
 
A. Dedication 

 
1. The open space will meet that which is required under code. 

 
2. The code required open space shall be dedicated to the City 

 
B. Maintenance 

 
1. Reserves A, B, C, D, E, F, G, H, I, and J shall be maintained by the homeowners association. 

Stormwater structures in these reserves shall be maintained by the City of Dublin. 
 

2. Reserves K, L and M shall be maintained by the City. Stormwater structures in these 
reserves shall be maintained by the City of Dublin. 
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C. Programming 
 

1. All reserves shall be programmed in conjunction with city staff as passive and active areas at 
the time of anticipated open space development. It is the intent of the developer to consult 
residents in open space programming decisions.  
 

2. Open space programming may include the following options and amenities:  
 

a. Reserve A, E, G and I: multi-use path, trash/recycling/bike racks, bench seating,  
landscaping and/or HOA maintained gardens (bird/butterfly/honeybee or prairie) 
 

b. Reserve B: Landscaping 
 

c. Reserves C, F, H and J: bench seating, landscaping, multi-use path and/or HOA 
maintained gardens (bird/butterfly/honeybee or prairie) 

 
d. Reserve D: gathering plaza, gazebo/shelter, landscaping and/or HOA maintained 

gardens (bird/butterfly/honeybee or prairie) 
 

e. Reserves K, L, and M: parking, restrooms,  platform tennis/basketball court, open 
play fields, bocce, cricket field, lacrosse/soccer field, multi-use path, 
trash/recycling/bike racks, bench seating, picnic grove/tables, public art, playground, 
obstacle course, rental shelter, shelter/gazebo, climbing structure, outdoor fitness 
equipment, labyrinth, fishing pier/dock, landscaping and/or HOA run/maintained 
community gardens (bird/butterfly/honeybee, meditation or prairie) 
 

3. Future design and development of parks and open spaces shall be permitted with 
administrative approval based on the above programming standards. 

 
D. Shared-Use Path System 
 

1. A shared-use path system shall provide connections between Shannon Glen Park and Tartan 
West, connections to Grizzell Middle School and the Avery Road pathway. It shall also 
provide multiple internal loop systems within the open space reserves. 
 

2. Portions of the shared-use path system may incorporate sections of the cart paths that 
currently exist on site. Existing path sections that are to be utilized shall be evaluated and 
upgraded to City standards, if necessary.  Evaluations will be performed with each phase of 
development and to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

 
 

XI. LANDSCAPING 
 
A.  Entry Features 
 

1. Entry features may include integrated project signage, landscaping, and irrigation. 
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2. Final location, design, and standards for entry features and related landscaping and signage 
details shall be presented and approved during the Final Development Plan phase. 

 
3. All entry features will be owned and maintained by the homeowners association. 

 
B.  Street Trees 
 

1. Street trees shall be installed in accordance with the City of Dublin Code.  Final type and 
location shall be determined by the City Forester. 

 
C. Auto Courtyards 

 
1. In those instances where a garage location creates an auto courtyard in the front of the house; 

a minimum thirty (30) inch high wall or hedge shall be installed and maintained along the 
courtyard pavement parallel to the street. 

 
D.  Private Sidewalks 
 

1. A minimum three (3) feet wide sidewalk shall be required for every residence. This private 
side walk shall extend from the front door to the driveway, where applicable, as the 
driveway may abut the front door. 

 
E.  Mailboxes 
 

1. Mailboxes shall be consistent in design and style throughout the development. A mailbox 
design shall be submitted for review and approval at the final development plan phase. 

 
F.  Cul-de-Sac Islands 

 
1. Cul-de-sac islands shall be landscaped with lawn and /or plant material. 

 
2. Any lawn and/or plant material located within an island shall be maintained by the HOA. 

 
G.  Avery Road Landscape Treatment 
 

1. A landscape treatment shall be installed in the setback along Avery Road to enhance the 
rural character of the corridor. 
 

2. Plantings shall create a natural woodland effect and may consist of deciduous trees and 
shrubs, ornamental trees, perennials or any combination thereof. This effect shall be installed 
across the Avery Road frontage. 

 
3. Any trees, meeting the replacement tree standards, planted in this treatment, shall count 

toward the overall replacement requirement. 
 

4. Masonry piers, stone walls and/or fencing may be included as part of the landscape 
treatment. 



RIVIERA                                                                               Development Standards 
 

 
      

            
            

  DS-11 

 
5. A sign and/or entry feature may be located within this setback. Details shall be provided for 

approval as part of the Final Development Plan. 
 

6. Pedestrian pathways, multi-use paths, water features and pond access may be provided in 
this treatment. 

 
7. Final design and details of the landscape treatment shall be provided for approval as part of 

the Final Development Plan. 
 
H.  Mid-Block Shared Use Path Access 

 
1. Shared use paths that are located mid-block between lots shall be landscaped to provide a 

barrier between the pathway and adjacent private yards. 
 

2. Landscaping shall include lawn, deciduous shrubs, evergreen shrubs, deciduous trees, 
evergreen trees and fencing or any combination thereof. Design and details shall be provided 
and approved in the Final Development Plan phase. 
 

3. The final locations where shared-use paths cross public streets will be evaluated by the City 
Engineer to minimize mid-block crossings and included in the appropriate final development 
plan. 

 
 

XII.  HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION 
 
All residential property owners located within the Riviera PUD shall be required to join and maintain 
membership in a forced and funded homeowners association, which will be formed prior to any lots 
being sold.  Homeowners association responsibilities shall be detailed within Declarations of 
Covenants and Restrictions as approved by the City of Dublin before being duly recorded in the 
office of the appropriate County Recorder.  These Declarations of Covenants and Restrictions shall 
run with the land and shall include, without limitation, the requirements imposed upon the 
homeowners association in this text. 
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I. Architectural Standards

A. Architectural standards are addressed in this text regarding plan approval, character and styles, 
diversity, permitted materials and colors, configuration of materials and architectural elements.

B. Unless otherwise set forth herein, all structures shall meet the City of Dublin Zoning Code 
Residential Appearance Standards.

C. Images have been included as supportive information to the written text to express the design 
intent and architectural vision for the development. Limitations shall be expressed in the 
written text. The included imagery shall not be used to interpret limitations or exemptions of 
any standards, but are intended to generally exhibit the minimal level of detail of described 
architectural features and embellishments and to provide pictorial examples of architectural 
reference styles.

II. Architectural Review Committee

A. The Master Developer shall retain the right of individual plan approval for all single family 
homes within the subdivision.

B. Architectural Review Committee

1. The developer shall form an architectural review committee (ARC) to ensure that all 
dwellings and accessory structures comply with or exceed the architectural standards set 
forth in this development text.  Prior to filing for a building permit with the City of Dublin 
for the construction of, or any addition or major alteration to, each primary or accessory 
residential structure in this development, the owner or builder shall be required to subject 
the exterior architectural elevations and the site plan to a review by the ARC.  The ARC 
shall undertake a review of these elevations and plans for compliance with the commitments 
made in the development text such as (but not limited to) setbacks, building heights, 
diversity, architectural character, level of detail of architectural elements, types of materials, 
and colors.  The ARC shall approve only those structures that comply with or exceed the 
requirements set forth in this development text.  The City of Dublin shall not be required 
to issue a building permit for any affected residential structure in this development without 
written evidence of approval of such structure from the ARC.

2. Rules and regulations relating to the membership of the ARC and the conduct of its affairs 
shall be the responsibility of and implemented by the developer.  At least one member of 
the ARC shall be an architect registered in the State of Ohio. The requirement for the ARC 
review and approval shall be evidenced through the developer recording deed restrictions 
with appropriate County Recorders prior to the commencing construction on any residential 
structure in this development.  The developer shall ensure that the deed restrictions require 
adherence to the architectural standards in this text and may choose to implement even 
stricter architectural requirements than are found herein.

3. The ARC shall be composed of at least three members, including a developer representative, 
a registered architect and a registered landscape architect. The developer shall provide 
membership information for the ARC to the satisfaction of planning staff as part of the final 
development plan. 
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III. Architectural Character

A. The character within this development shall be traditional in nature. Its vocabulary shall employ 
Classical, Colonial Revival, Midwestern Vernacular, European Country and American Period 
Revival styles. Continuity of element and scale and the commonality of building materials 
between the referenced styles will reinforce an architectural cohesiveness while providing 
architectural diversity within the site. These styles can be found throughout the neighborhoods 
surrounding the Riviera development. Incorporating these architectural styles will complement 
the surrounding development pattern and allow the new homes to “fit in” to the character of the 
area.

B. Architectural Styles Defined

1. Midwestern Vernacular – The character of Midwestern Vernacular architecture evolved 
throughout the mid- to late 19th and early 20th centuries and makes reference to a 
broad range of styles.  Greek revival references incorporate simplicity and permanence 
of form while retaining versatility, while “farmhouse vernacular” is characterized by 
Gothic influences and verticality of proportion common to Early Victorian examples.  
The Midwestern Vernacular style reiterates local forms, strong examples of which are 
indigenous to Dublin and may also be found in Bexley and Upper Arlington.

2. Colonial Revival – Late 19th century examples of the Colonia l Revival style draw 
inspiration from Renaissance, Georgian, and Neoclassical styles, as evidenced by 
symmetrical, tightly organized, and well-defined exteriors and restrained ornamentation.  
Surfaces tend to be pale and smooth; clapboard siding is typical of the Colonial Revival 
style.
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3. Classical – Traditional early American styles such as Colonial, Federal, and Georgian fall 
under the heading of Classical. Although individual styles evolved throughout the late 
17th and whole of the 18th century, Classical residences are characterized by precision in 
execution, balanced, symmetrical compositions, and careful attention to detail.  Main blocks 
of residences are often finished in brick, although regional variations employing alternate 
materials such as stone or clapboard do occur.  Entry surrounds integrate the Classical 
Orders through use of columns or pilasters with pediments.

4. European Country – Inspired primarily by provincial country homes in France, American 
examples of the European Country style first appeared in the 1920s.  Characterized by the 
use of stone and stucco as cladding materials, the European Country style also employs 
deep recesses and reveals for doors and windows as well as steeper roof pitches and flared 
eaves.  Forms tend to be simple and rectangular and tall, well-proportioned windows are 
common, resulting in a simple, elegant residence.

 5. American Period Revival – The late 19th and early 20th century saw the emergence of 
American Period Revival styles, including Shingle Style and Craftsman.  These styles 
tend to be informal yet disciplined and employ simpler massing and vernacular forms.  
Broad gables and gambrels are common, as is the incorporation of porches and balconies.  
Traditional cladding materials are used and include cedar shakes or shingles, wood, and 
stucco.  Fenestration is characterized by horizontal window groupings, shed or arched 
dormers and glass is often incorporated in the front door.  
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C. Age Targeted Homes

1. Single family homes located in Subarea C will be targeted to buyers looking to downsize 
and/or reduce maintenance.

2. Homes in this subarea would be on traditional lots with fee simple ownership. Reduced 
setbacks, greater lot coverage, common maintenance and first floor master floor plans are 
common elements associated with the age targeted market.

3. Home styles will adhere to the defined architectural styles. An architectural theme is 
permitted in this area. Home product details will be provided in the final development plan 
for this section.

D. Single family homes shall provide a high quality built environment as recommended in the 
community plan. Homes in Riviera shall have equal or higher quality and character when 
compared to the homes in neighborhoods immediately surrounding the development.
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IV. Architectural Diversity

A. The same or similar front elevations shall not be repeated within:

1. Two lots on either side of subject lot.

2. Three lots directly across the street from subject lot.

3. Any lot on a cul-de-sac bulb.

B. Corner lots apply to the street on which the home’s front facade is situated.

C. Open Space areas may provide similar separation as lots within the influenced area. In this case, 
the open space area may be considered as influenced lot or lots.

D. A lot diversity matrix will be presented for approval at the final development plan phase.

E. Individual homes in Subareas A and B, utilizing siding as the only cladding material on all 
facades, shall be limited to 25% of the total number of homes in Subareas A and B.

F. Themed Communities

1. Themed or architecturally coordinated communities featuring a specific architectural style 
with one or more builders may be permitted and are not subject to the diversity schedule 
outlined above. In the event that such a community is proposed, the developer shall file 
a single final development plan for that community with illustrations of representative 
building elevations and anticipated product mix for review by the Planning Commission.

G. Administration of Standard

1. Due to the mix of homebuilders to be found in this development, an advance matrix 
of “substantially similar” building elevations is not possible. Therefore, it will be the 
responsibility of the Architectural Review Committee to evaluate each house plan in the 
development for compliance with the diversity standard. Compliance with the diversity 
requirements shall be required for the approval of the construction of each new dwelling 
within the PUD.

V. Permitted Building Height

A. Maximum of thirty-five (35) feet, as measured per code.
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VI. Permitted Exterior Materials

A. Cladding Materials

1. The exterior cladding of all structures shall be finished using all natural materials, including 
brick, stone, manufactured stone, wood, stucco, fiber-cement siding products or any 
combination thereof.

2. All exposed foundations shall be clad with brick, stone or manufactured stone.

Siding

Stone

Brick

Stucco
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B. Trim Materials

1. Wood, aluminum, PVC, urethane foam, EIFS, copper or fiber-cement products. Shutters 
shall be considered as trim for the purpose of meeting the Residential Appearance Code 
requirements.

C. Roofing Materials

1. All homes shall utilize dimensional asphalt shingles (minimum 30-year warranty), wood, 
slate, concrete, or tile.  Standing seam metal roofs are permitted on porches and secondary 
roofs.  

VII. Permitted Exterior Colors

A. Cladding Colors

1. Natural earth tones and/or neutral colors, including white, as represented in the Sherwin-
Williams “America’s Heritage” collection and/or Benjamin Moore “Williamsburg” 
collection, or similar color collections by other manufacturers.

2. High-chroma colors are not permitted.

PVC Trim DetailPVC Trim DetailPVC MouldingPVC Trim Boards

Dimensional 
Asphalt Shingles

Dimensional 
Asphalt Shingles

Concrete Roof Tiles Wood Roof 
Shingles

Slate Roof Tiles

Benjamin Moore Williamsburg Collection
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B. Trim Colors

1. Natural earth tones and/or neutral colors, including white, as represented in the Sherwin-
Williams “America’s Heritage” collection and/or Benjamin Moore “Williamsburg” 
collection, or similar color collections by other manufacturers.

2. Complementary or contrasting to siding color.

C. Roofing Colors

1. Natural earth tones and/or neutral colors, including black.

2. High-chroma colors are not permitted.

VIII.	 Configuration	of	Materials

A. Four-sided architecture shall be required so that similar architectural design elements and details 
shall be consistent throughout all elevations of the structure. All building elevations shall be 
articulated with a consistency of detailing.

B. The application of exterior wall materials shall be continuous around corners.

C. Changes in cladding material shall occur at logical locations, typically at interior corners where 
one building mass meets another.  Material transitions at exterior corners are permitted with a 
minimum 16” material return and trim detail.

D. When used, wood siding and fiber cement siding products shall be in the pattern of clapboard, 
dropsiding, tongue and groove, board-and-batten or shingles.

Dropsiding Tounge and Groove Board-and-Batten

Textured Clapboard Smooth Beaded ClapboardSmooth Clapboard Beaded Clapboard
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E. Walls shall show no more than two (2) cladding materials (excluding trim) unless otherwise 
approved by the Architectural Review Committee. Brick and stone may be combined.

F. Individual homes in all Subareas shall be limited to the amount of stucco utilized as a cladding 
material on the primary façade of each home. Stucco shall be limited to a maximum of 50% of 
the area of the primary façade.

IX. Architectural Elements

A. Four-sided Architecture

1. Similar architectural design elements and details shall be consistent throughout all 
elevations of the structure.

Staggered Edge ShinglesStraight Edge Shingles
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B. Prominent Facades

1. Corner lots, end lots, pie-shaped lots and lots adjacent to large open spaces present highly-
visible, side facades (Lots 1, 7, 9, 10, 11, 17, 21, 40, 41, 54, 55, 64, 65, 69, 70, 72, 76, 87, 
108, 109, 123, 124, 132, 137, 138, 145, 164, 170, 171, 177 and 185 as indicated on the 
preliminary plat). Each street-facing elevation on these lots must contain at least three (3) 
design elements, in any combination, as defined in the Dublin Zoning Code 153.190. 

C. Roofs 

1. Primary roof pitches shall have a minimum slope of 7:12 rise over run.  

2. Secondary roofs, such as minor gables, dormers and porch pediments shall be permitted to 
have minimum slope of 4:12 rise over run.  When the primary roof pitch is a gable with the 
pediment end oriented towards the street a less roof pitch shall be permitted. 

3. Flat roofs are permitted, but must integrate strong cornice lines.  

4. Roof penetrations, including, without limitations, vent stacks, shall not be located on the 
front roof slope and shall be painted to match the color of roof. 

D. Dormers

1. Dormers shall have gabled, hipped, arched, or shed roofs.

2. Dormer windows shall either match the standard window size of the house or smaller.

3. Dormers may be no larger than necessary to hold their windows and framing unless 
otherwise approved by the Architectural Review Committee.
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E. Gutters and Downspouts

1. Traditional half-round gutters and/or ogee gutters with downspouts shall be used and shall 
be made of aluminum materials that match or compliment the color of the home’s trim.

2. Gutter and downspouts shall be placed at the corner of the building that is least visible from 
nearby streets.

F. Chimneys

1. “Cantilevered” or “through-the-wall” chimneys are not permitted.

2. All chimneys shall be built on an integral foundation.

3. All exterior portions of chimney shall be finished masonry, consisting of brick, stone, and/or 
manufactured stone.

4. The use of stucco, siding and wood shall be prohibited. 

G. Garages 

1. All single-family dwellings shall have an attached or detached garage of sufficient size to 
accommodate a minimum two (2) standard sized automobiles, side by side.

2. Side loaded garages are encouraged.

3. Front loaded garages, not part of a court load configuration, court loaded garages and side 
loaded garages are prohibited to have garage doors facing Avery Road.

4. All garage doors shall be decorative in appearance, such as “carriage-style” doors.
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Decorative garage door

Decorative garage door

Decorative garage door

Decorative garage door

Decorative garage door

Front Loaded Side Loaded Court Loaded

Decorative garage door

Decorative garage door
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H. Windows 

1. Windows shall be constructed either of wood, painted aluminum, fiberglass or composite 
materials. Painted aluminum clad and vinyl clad windows are permitted. Vinyl windows are 
prohibited. Applicants may present and request approval of specific vinyl window products 
at the final development plan stage.

2. Windows shall be single hung, double hung, operable casement, awning or transoms 
oriented horizontally with vertically proportioned panes of glass. 

3. All double-hung windows shall have the appearance of divided light. 

4. Window grids are to be proportionally similar on all windows with vertical orientation.

5. Window surrounds and/or trim appropriate to the architectural character of the home are 
required.

6. Cantilevered bay windows are not permitted.

Awning Casement Casement

Double HungDouble HungArched Top
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I. Shutters

1. Shutters shall be sized to fully cover the adjacent window.

2. Shutters that are operable or appear as such shall utilize appropriate shutter hardware 
(s-clips and hinges).

3. Shutters shall be constructed of wood, PVC or fiber-cement and shall be painted or have 
integral color.

4. Raised Panel, flat panel, louvered and board-and-batten are permitted shutter styles.

J. Roof Eaves

1. Eaves shall be continuous. Eaves which overhang less than one (1) foot shall have closed 
soffit. 

Board and BattenLouveredFlat PanelRaised Panel
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K. Front Porches

1. Front Porches, when utilized, shall be covered and open. Glass and screen enclosures shall 
be prohibited.

L. Lighting

1. Each unit shall have a minimum of one (1) approved yard post light near the sidewalk of 
front entry.

2. Each unit shall have lighting on each side of or above the garage door opening. 

Yard Post Lights

Light Fixtures

Lights Beside Garage OpeningLight Above Garage Opening
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PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 
 

MEETING MINUTES 
 

APRIL 9, 2015 
 
 
AGENDA 
 
1. Riviera                8025 Avery Road 
 14-068Z/PDP/PP           Rezoning/Preliminary Development Plan (Approved 7 – 0) 
             Preliminary Plat (Approved 7 – 0) 
 
 
The Chair, Victoria Newell, called the meeting to order at 6:31 p.m. and led the Pledge of Allegiance. 
Other Commission members present were: City Council Representative Amy Salay, Christopher Brown, 
Robert Miller, Deborah Mitchell, Cathy De Rosa, and Stephen Stidhem. City representatives present were: 
Jennifer Readler, Philip Hartmann, Steve Langworthy, Alan Perkins, Gary Gunderman, Claudia Husak, 
Tina Wawszkiewicz, Aaron Stanford, Marie Downie, Sue Burness, and Laurie Wright. 
 
Administrative Business 
 
Motion and Vote 
Ms. Newell moved, Mr. Brown seconded, to accept the documents into the record. The vote was as 
follows: Ms. Salay, yes; Ms. De Rosa, yes; Mr. Miller, yes; Ms. Mitchell, yes; Mr. Stidhem, yes; Chris 
Brown, yes; and Ms. Newell, yes. (Approved 7 - 0) 
 
The Chair said there were no consent cases on the evening’s agenda. She said two cases were 
postponed, prior to the meeting; they are expected to be heard on May 7, 2015.  
 
Previously Tabled 
 
1. Riviera                8025 Avery Road 
 14-068Z/PDP/PP       Rezoning/Preliminary Development Plan 
                   Preliminary Plat 
 
The Chair, Ms. Newell, said the following application is a request for a rezoning of approximately 152 
acres from R, Rural District and R-1, Restricted Suburban Residential District to PUD, Planned Unit 
Development District for the potential development of the site with up to 185 single-family lots and 
approximately 76 acres of open space. She said the site is on the west side of Avery Road, north of the 
intersection with Memorial Drive. She said this is a request for review and recommendation to City 
Council for a Rezoning with a Preliminary Development Plan and also a request for review and 
recommendation to City Council for a Preliminary Plat under the provisions of the Subdivision 
Regulations. As City Council is the final authority on these requests, she said applicants do not have to be 
sworn in. 
 
Claudia Husak said there are quite a few steps for the applicant in the approval process after tonight’s 
meeting. She explained this is step 2 of the Planned Unit Development process, which is the Rezoning 
with the Preliminary Development Plan as well as a Preliminary Plat. She presented a process overview 
and said two actions were being requested this evening: 
 

1) Recommendation to City Council on the Rezoning with the Preliminary Development Plan  

 

Land Use and Long 
Range Planning 
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2) Recommendation to City Council for the Preliminary Plat 

 
Ms. Husak presented the site and pointed out the three Dublin schools adjacent to the site: Deer Run 
Elementary, Grizzell Middle School, and Dublin Jerome High School. She said the major residential 
developments surrounding the site are: Tartan West, Muirfield Village, Shannon Glen, and Belvedere. 
 
Ms. Husak presented the plan as it was reviewed by the Commission on March 26, 2015, and ultimately 
tabled to take care of a lot of the conditions as well as the concerns that were raised by some of the 
residents and the Commission. At that meeting she said, 15 conditions were proposed for the Preliminary 
Development Plan that Planning had identified as areas of concern that would need to be taken care of 
as the application moves forward to City Council. She added there were two conditions proposed by 
Planning for the Preliminary Plat. She said the major four points that were requested to be changed and 
the applicant has taken care of as part of this proposal were relocation of Lots 135, 136, and 185, which 
she indicated on the slide. She said the concerns were mainly about the Hyland-Croy street connection 
and traffic hitting Lot 185 and opening up some areas just north of that street connection to open vistas. 
She said the other points commented on were the architectural standards, tree preservation, and the 
alignment of Timble Falls, which she indicated on the slide. She explained that many of those conditions 
from the meeting on March 26, 2015, have been eliminated. She said 11 conditions were either taken 
care of in the revised development plan or the applicant has incorporated the requirements/requests in 
the development text. She said infrastructure agreement conditions were left because those are a 
separate action with City Council.  
 
Ms. Husak said Staff had requested the following: 
 

• Realignment of Timble Falls Drive 
• Update all the street names and noted correctly in all of the plans 
• Add language in development text to require all the existing cart paths to remain to meet City 

standards 
• Show willingness to work with Dublin City Schools to provide a path to Jerome High School 
• Include garage limitations for lots that are facing or side-loaded to Avery Road 
• Provide membership information for the Architectural Review Committee 
• Add language on tree preservation to identify appropriate measures at the Final Development 

Plan  
 
Ms. Husak said it is a very subtle change in the proposed development plan but the applicant has 
relocated those three lots area to the north and south of Timble Falls Drive, west of the Avery Road 
entrance. She said the applicant has removed one of the access points between the lots to the interior 
open space in Reserve X, which allows for more open space and tree preservation.  
 
Ms. Husak highlighted the architectural character. She said the applicant has taken cues from the Tartan 
Ridge development text. She stated they have listed and shown examples of: Midwestern Vernacular, 
Colonial Revival, Classical, European Country, American Period Revival, and Age Targeted styles of 
architecture. She said there are a lot of additional requirements and illustrations within the development 
text that the applicant has provided to show the kind of style and architecture they are proposing within 
this development.  
 
Jeff Brown, attorney with Smith and Hale, representing the applicant, expressed his thanks to Staff and 
the neighborhood partners. He said we have a much better project to present to the Commission than 
what they started with. He said when they left the meeting last month there were two major concerns 
expressed by the Commission: 1) where the three lots would be relocated to; and 2) architecture better 
described in the development text with language and illustrations. He said the documents that have been 
submitted to the Commission and reviewed by Staff addressed those points and a lot of the other 
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conditions that Staff had identified with the previous report to the point of elimination of those 
conditions. 
 
Greg Chillog, Edge Group, 350 W. Bridge Street, Columbus, Ohio, showed where three lots had been 
relocated to at the front of the development in Sections 1 & 2. He explained that Lot 69 will require 
reshaping of the pond and Lots 40 and 41 were flip-flopped. He covered the elements that were added or 
deleted from the text relative to the architecture. He said vinyl has been eliminated as a trim material, 
driveway material text has been added “permitted primary pavement materials include: asphalt, concrete, 
brick, concrete pavers, color imprinted concrete, prohibits the use of gravel, and permits secondary 
materials as accents: brick or stone”, added text language relative to Avery Road pedestrian crossing, 
and added images. He said a picture is worth a thousand words but it is also worth a thousand 
interpretations. He said they clarified the text to state the images are included as supportive information 
to express the design intent and vision for the architecture but they should not be used to interpret what 
the limitations of the text represent or even the exceptions. He said they have added material samples, 
colors, styles, intent of material configurations, four-sided architecture, decorative garage doors, awning 
style windows, lighting and accessories.  
 
Charles Ruma, Davidson Phillips, said at the March 26 meeting, they looked at Tartan Ridge as a gold 
standard for architectural standards. He said they now have 13 pages of architectural standards that 
spelled out their intent and includes diagrams or pictures. He said vinyl windows were discussed at the 
March 26 meeting and recalled saying he would eliminate vinyl windows but he has talked to a dozen 
builders in the past two weeks and all of them use vinyl windows. He said there are vinyl windows in 
Tartan Ridge, Wellington, Wellington Reserve, Tartan West, Belvedere, and Shannon Glen. He said they 
are permitted in Celtic Crossing, which has been approved, which is the last zoning this Commission 
approved. He indicated it comes down to the choice of individual homeowners; a lot of customers like 
vinyl over wood per the maintenance.  
 
Mr. Ruma noted Lot 41 where there is a concern about two trees on that lot, one of them being a 28-inch 
Red Oak. He said they purposely put these lots up front to get them away from the back of the 
community and more likely to be using Avery Road rather than Timble Falls or Firenza Drive. As a result, 
he said they considered those two trees specifically. He said the 28-inch Red Oak is sitting in a triangle 
between three cart paths that come together at the end of the 18th hole and where it goes down to the 
10th hole and across to the 9th hole. He indicated when those cart paths are removed and grade changed, 
the tree will probably be lost.  
 
Mr. Ruma reiterated that they have 76 acres of open space and the preservation of trees on this site is 
phenomenal because of the large amount of open space. He restated that 800 plus trees were planted by 
the owner and the 28-inch Red Oak is one of them. He said there are other places he can relocate a lot if 
that becomes an issue but he believes the lots are in the right location.  
 
Ms. Husak said the application has been reviewed based on all of the 16 criteria for the Rezoning with a 
Preliminary Development Plan, which is detailed in the back of the Planning Report. She noted the 
applicant has incorporated a lot of key requirements that Planning previously identified into the 
development text. She said approval is recommended with four conditions, as proposed in the Planning 
Report as well as shown on the slide: 
 

1) That the applicant enter into an infrastructure agreement with the City, prior to submitting the 
first Final Development Plan, for development thresholds and public project contributions 
including the necessary sanitary sewer system improvements;  
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2) That the applicant work with the City to program a direct site connection to Hyland-Croy Road to 

the satisfaction of the City Engineer prior to the approval of a Final Plat that includes the Firenza 
Place connection to Tartan West;  

 
3) That the developer update the traffic impact study to the satisfaction of the City Engineer prior to 

a City Council hearing of the rezoning;  
 
4) That as part of the development of Section 1, the applicant provides a northbound left-turn lane 

on Avery Road into the site and a pedestrian crossing system for Avery Road, to the satisfaction 
of the City Engineer;  

 
Ms. Husak said approval is recommended for the Preliminary Plat to be forwarded to City Council with 
one condition: 

 
1) That the applicant ensures that any minor technical adjustments to the plat are made prior to 

City Council submittal. 
 
Ms. Husak said that concluded her presentation. 
 
The Chair invited public comment.  
 
Tim Albright, 8145 Timble Falls Drive, said he is one of five homeowners that live on Timble Falls Drive. 
He said he had three concerns: 1) safety – because of increased traffic, specifically high school students. 
He said high school students will find the path of least resistance. He indicated since the Avery/Brand 
Road intersection is such a mess that could encourage the student coming southbound on Avery Road to 
cut through Belvedere to cut down on drive time. He indicated the same can be predicted if this plan 
goes forward. He said all of the all the high school students in the 185 houses, will probably use Timble 
Falls Drive to go to high school because it is the path of least resistance and there is no stop sign; 2) 
effect of quality of life – there is a beautiful buffer zone of mature trees that line the border of Belvedere 
and what used to be Riviera Golf Course. He said he was not certain if it could be determined who owns 
those trees but some are right in the middle, right on the property line. He asked if Dublin or the 
developer could guarantee that these trees will be saved; and 3) property value – lot sizes in the 
proposed plan along Timble Falls Drive are much smaller than the existing lots on that street, 
approximately by 30%. He said he had hoped if this property was ever to be developed, it would be 
estate lots and that obviously is not the case. He said it appears there will be smaller lots with smaller 
houses.  
 
Mike Bickley, 5839 Moray Court, Dublin, said he had three concerns: 1) cost - he feels he has been 
robbed as a taxpayer. He said Mr. Ruma met with the City Schools and offered to give them 15 acres for 
free. As a taxpayer, he said he votes for school levies, his kids and grandkids go to school in Dublin, and 
they all support the schools. He indicated Mr. Ruma offered the schools this land based on the student 
demand for this development. He said it feels like a card trick. He said Mr. Ruma has taken it off the table 
and hidden it now. As a citizen he said, Mr. Ruma should stand up to his word and follow through on that 
commitment. He said the taxpayers are being asked to subsidize this for profit development now; 2) 
trees - what Mr. Ruma did at Wellington cannot happen again to the trees in the City of Dublin, clear 
cutting a site like that was criminal. He said in this case, we have even better trees. He said the most 
impressive and historic trees in the City of Dublin are left today on this site. He said they are beautiful 
because they were planted and the canopies were left alone to grow, absolute specimens. He said early 
on, there was a discussion about the City hiring an arborist to supervise the trees and that is important. 
He said an independent person inspects all these trees and reports back to this Commission or City 
Council and holds Mr. Ruma accountable for these trees. He recalled Mr. Ruma stating at the March 26 
meeting how lovely the trees look in Wellington. He said they look like the trees in the nursery parking 
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lot, an inch and a half or two inches in diameter. He said his house is Phase 1 of Muirfield, and he finally 
has shade on his front driveway, 40 years later. He said they are beautiful trees but it took 35 – 40 years 
to accomplish. He suggested that the Commission somehow address, based on Mr. Ruma’s previous 
experience, to take the tree preservation to a different level. He said Mr. Ruma cannot be trusted on 
trees; and 3) Hyland-Croy connection – he said everyone but Mr. Ruma agrees there should be a road 
here. All the residents, he said, reluctantly are accepting this proposal. He indicated they do not like it but 
it is happening, it has improved drastically, but we have to live with this for a long time. He said there is 
going to be five to six years of construction traffic. He asked the Commission to consider creating a 
service entrance. He said there will be dump trucks, gravel trucks, and concrete trucks creating dust, dirt, 
and noise. He noted the busiest park in Dublin; he said sometimes you can hardly get down Avery Road 
because of the soccer traffic. He noted the schools, daycares, and churches. He pointed out the failing 
interchange, which he knows Dublin is looking into something different, problem is, it takes a couple of 
years to build a roundabout. He said during those years, this will be restricted to trucks so what is the 
detour. He said at 7 am in the morning, you have gravel trucks racing kids to high school. That is why he 
said he is recommending a service road be built right away; it can be gravel or a base coat and be 
finished in a couple of years. He summarized that the residents are reluctantly accepting this and asked 
that the service road be considered as a solution. 
 
Kevin Walter, 6289 Ross Bend, said he represented a coalition of nine neighborhood groups, homeowners 
associations, and civic groups from across northwest Dublin. He thanked Mr. Ruma for his willingness to 
work with his group. After the last meeting, he said it was clear to his group that the Commission is well-
informed and is generally in alignment with their thinking. He reported at this late stage in the 
proceedings, they have decided to change their position from one of advocacy to one of vigilance. Rather 
than to push for changes and alterations to the plan, he said we chose to act as stewards of the legacy of 
Riviera Golf Club and stand watchful. He requested that the Commission keep a running tally of all the 
agreed upon items and conditions to this application. He said he wanted attention paid to 11 items: 
 

1) Asphalt driveways – he said in the last meeting, there was near unanimous support for the 
elimination of asphalt driveways. He asked that the development text be changed to require 
concrete or paver driveways only and eliminate asphalt as an acceptable paving material.  

2) Welling of trees – where grade changes will impact the tree base, that trees be protected by the 
use of tree wells rather than simply re-grading.  

3) Architectural renderings – the development text now includes pictures that depict the text, but 
the pictures have no text that link the pictures to the development text. He said the pictures 
need to be captioned or annotated.  

4) Mailboxes and lamp posts – he referred to AS15 in the lighting section of the development text 
showing three lamp posts; the text does not indicate which posts would be used and at what 
location in this development. He asked that the lamp posts be consistent within each subarea 
and that mailboxes be uniform throughout the development.  He asked that the lamp posts be 
gas or photocell that are non-switched to ensure they will always light the way.  

5) Side-loaded garages – he asks that the development text appropriately reflects the Commission’s 
desire for side-loaded or carriage garages indicated by subarea or lot number. 

6) Vinyl – He asked that vinyl be categorically eliminated as an acceptable material for windows and 
shutters.  

7) Percentage of materials – he asked for further discussion and clarification 
8) Open space removal – he said there is this change in the plans that removes the open space that 

was set between Lots 17 & 18. He said he does not understand Staff’s recommendation and 
asked that it be returned to the plan.  

9) Open space hardscaping – he said the developer verbally committed to delineate the open space 
that exists between the private lots between 17 & 18 so he asked that a condition be added 
requiring that hardscape. 

10) Lots 40, 41, & 69 – he asked that these lots be eliminated and referred to the tree survey. He 
said by relocating lots 40 & 41 the community will lose not only open space but also three large 
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trees in good condition.  He said trees 26, 27, & 442 will be lost by the relocation. He said tree 
442 is a 28-inch Oak Tree. He said as a slow growing specimen, it is special. He said it can grow 
to reach hundreds of feet tall and would be a wonderful landmark tree for the community. He 
said the other two trees are smaller at 17 and 22 inches in diameter but they have been there for 
the life of the course. He said Lot 69 was added across the street and it appears the water basin 
has been shifted in size and shape in order to accommodate this lot, which would be substantial. 
Additionally, he said the view shed would be greatly reduced. He indicated the view sheds will be 
the hallmark of Riviera.  

11) Hyland-Croy connector – Mr. Ruma objected to the need for this connector but said if he was 
forced by the City he would build it. He asked the Commission to require the applicant to pay 
50% of the cost into an infrastructure fund to support the development of that connector as 
recommended by Staff.  

 
Mr. Walter thanked his planning group, City Staff, the Commission, and Mr. Ruma for bringing forward 
what they hope to be a development worthy of the legacy of Riviera.  
 
Mike Bickley said windows influence how a building looks and there is a long list of windows in the 
development text. He said he went to the WDMA website (Window and Door Manufacturing Association) 
where they listed the same so Mr. Ruma listed every single window available in North American today as 
a suitable window for his site. He said a real standard would be like an “Anderson 400-series Low-E4 
glass, clad or equivalent”; something that really tells us a quality product. He said this is not a list of 
standards; this is a list of available building materials.  
 
Lisa Judson, 8018 Summerhouse Drive West, said her home is at the T-intersection with Abbey Glen, and 
when construction is started for a roundabout at Avery/Brand, she asked how construction vehicles will 
get up to where they are needed and how much of it is going to go through Belvedere, specifically in 
front of her home. She asked about refurbishing Brand Road. She asked if big trucks would travel up 
through Hyland-Croy from Post Road, the road there on the right side traveling north is giving way and 
crumbling already. She asked how soon any of this, like a four-lane highway would be taking place to 
support all of this.  
 
Clifford Ursich, Flexible Pavements of Ohio, 6205 Emerald Parkway in the Camden Professional Center, 
said he is with a trade association, the asphalt paving industry. He said they have been in Dublin since 
2008. He said he wanted to address the issue of the driveways. He said he is the President and Executive 
Director. He said he is a civil engineer by education, a registered professional engineer, and practiced in 
transportation engineering field for 32 years. He indicated he has had the opportunity to work with 
Dublin’s engineering staff and ensure the performance of Dublin’s roadway network, which is composed 
entirely of asphalt from the top of the pavement to the base.  
 
Mr. Ursich said he wanted to address the elimination of asphalt in the Riviera development. He said 
Dublin has fared well with its performance of its roadway system while Columbus and other communities 
are struggling to keep their roads in good shape. He reported Dublin serves as a model for a cost-
effective and efficient roadway system. He indicated he understands the issue is driveways, not 
roadways. He said it is a fact that asphalt pavement can provide long-term durability and owner 
satisfaction. He said concrete or other driveways are not a panacea. He said with concrete, there is a 
scaling and flaking of the surface from road salt deposit from automobiles; pop out of stone and driveway 
surface; rust stains from aggregate; broken and tilted slabs; and reflectivity. He said fixes for these 
problems are substantial in cost and commotion. He noted sustainability is to reduce, reuse, and recycle. 
He said most recyclable material in the US is asphalt pavement, more than paper, aluminum, and steel. 
He noted each asphalt driveway paved in Dublin, Ohio contributes to the City’s efforts to being a 
sustainable community. He juxtaposed that every broken slab of failed concrete driveway ends  up in 
either a construction demolition debris landfill or a bone pile such as the one at interstates I-70 and I-270 
on Columbus’ west side, all to be repurposed as a non-specification aggregate or slope protection.  
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Mr. Ursich said there appears to be no legitimate justification for eliminating asphalt and requiring 
concrete or other such material. He said property values are not impacted based on driveway pavement 
types; the auditor does not give consideration of this in property valuation. He indicated Dublin would 
suffer no economic hardship using asphalt driveways; however, concrete pavement requirement would 
increase homeowner costs. He noted communities of the caliper of Dublin regularly use asphalt 
driveways; communities that have residences that exceed a million dollars in valuations. He said as a 
Dublin local business, choice made regarding this matter does have a direct monetary impact on his 
association and business, Flexible Pavements of Ohio. He indicated restricting the use of asphalt 
pavement for driveways on Riviera development will affect their revenue since their association income is 
based on the number of tons of asphalt produced. He indicated as an association, they have provided 
pro-bono service to the City of Dublin, by assisting on issues pertaining to the specifying and construction 
of the City’s asphalt roadway system.  
 
The Chair invited other public commit. [Hearing none.] She closed off the public comment portion of the 
meeting. 
 
Steve Stidhem indicated this is his first time being a part of this and inquired about the area to the west 
of Section 4.  
 
Ms. Husak said that area is currently owned by the Riviera Golf Club and not included in this proposal 
tonight. She said the western portion of Riviera is zoned R, Rural, which permits single-family homes on 
40,000-square-foot lots and various agricultural uses. As part of this proposal moving forward, she said 
this would be a 15-acre lot that would be created by this area being zoned, which could be used for a 
variety of uses as permitted by the Zoning Code. 
 
Chris Brown said we all know the applicant’s history of Wellington Reserve; he is sure it is regrettable 
now and does not want to see the applicant repeat that. He said there are trees that join the associated 
neighborhoods that are designated as being preserved and the applicant has obligated himself to the City 
to come up with the proper means to do so. He said he counted at least 32 major trees on specific lots 
and emphasized the preservation is a condition that will go through the Final Development Plan. He 
restated the applicant has a reputation; he has done well in the past but not the last time out.  
 
Mr. Ruma said there were 120 trees saved in Wellington. He explained they needed to get engineering 
approvals and it took him nearly six months to get engineering plans approved in the City of Dublin, 
which included grading plans that dictated where streets went and what the grades were. He explained 
that site fell severely from west to east, so much so, that every time it rained, the backyards of those lots 
that abutted the property in Wellington pooled up to the amount of two to three feet. He said that 
grading caused the destruction of those trees. He said he fulfilled his obligations of replacing those trees 
required under the law. He indicated he knows a 30-year old tree does not grow back in two years. He 
said Wedgewood was an entirely different situation because grades were different.  
 
Mr. Brown said if you go back to when Wellington Reserve was being reviewed, if the Commission at the 
time knew that was going to happen, they probably would have said no to the plans. He said what the 
Commission is trying to ascertain here is whether that is going to repeat itself or whether we can go 
through specific measures to make sure that does not happen.  
 
Ms. Husak explained Wellington Reserve was an 18-acre site that was wooded throughout and there 
were more trees preserved than were shown on the plans to be preserved. She reported there was one 
tree in question that truly was not supposed to be removed and it was, now whether it was the 
contractor or the builder, it was not supposed to be removed. She said the site had to be graded out 
throughout based on the shape of the site, utility requirements, and whether a road was going to go on 
that site. She said the trees in the center of Wellington Reserve were always shown to be removed. She 
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said the view of that site, as an adjacent resident, as someone driving through it, is a shock she said but 
the tree removal was part of the development.  
 
Mr. Brown said he understands tree removal in the center of the site but his understanding was there 
was supposed to be a tree buffer up against the adjacent neighborhood.  
 
Ms. Husak said there is. She explained that once there is scrub cleaned out, and clean up taken care of, 
that will have a very different look to it. She added Wellington Place had drainage issues way beyond 
what any neighborhood should experience in the City today. She said a lot of stormwater management 
pipes were put into the rear of the lots. She reported the applicant has worked with each and every 
resident to put in the buffer that was approved by Planning and Zoning Commission to the point of 
staking areas and determining exactly where trees should be planted. She said there is a lot of 
information out there in the community that as a Staff, we have worked hands-on with a lot of those 
residents and any time we have received a complaint they have taken care of those concerns. She said 
that development is still under construction and does not look very pretty with all the runoff into both of 
those stormwater management areas. She said after four days of rain while something is under 
construction, it is not something you want to put on a postcard; but it is going to get better.  
 
Mr. Ruma said they did install two storm sewers on properties that were adjacent to Wellington Reserve, 
not on our property and fairly extensive to end their stormwater problems. He said he submitted the Final 
Plat that the Commission approved and the tree removal plan was part of it.  
 
Mr. Brown said there have been trees there for 45 years that were planted; those are important to him; 
not just the ones that were originally there. He believes they are important to everybody in this room 
including the golf club. He said through the Final Development Plan, he wants to preserve as many of 
those as possible and will be addressing all of them.  
 
Victoria Newell indicated as an architectural professional, when looking to develop this land, she would 
prefer it stay as a golf course. She said she feels for the residents that expected and anticipated this to 
be a golf course for the future but un-built-on land does not always remain the way you envision it; just 
like living next to a cornfield. She restated this site is zoned for residential so even if our applicant is not 
here to develop this property, and we do not change this to a PUD, it does not mean it will not develop.  
 
Ms. Newell said the applicant made a concerted effort to preserve trees. She said she has saved each of 
the applications and has reviewed the tree preservation aspects of each. She said every large tree cannot 
be preserved while developing this site. She said for Staff’s comments to realign the drive, it curved 
before because the applicant was preserving trees that are now going to be lost by straightening out that 
“wiggle”. She said she has to consider Staff’s recommendation to straighten the drive for safety; that is 
more important than salvaging those trees. She said from an aesthetic standpoint, she would have 
preferred the drive exactly as it was presented by the applicant. She said the other trees now getting 
affected are the ones that are up at the front of the site, specifically where Lot 41 was relocated. She 
said there was due diligence on the applicant’s part to preserve trees. As an architect, she said when she 
sees a tree on a site where a house is to be built, she does not anticipate that tree is going to get 
salvaged. She said the reality is the applicant has to be able to grade that site to provide a proper 
drainage way for the residents. She said trees that are right next to the property line, she would expect 
those trees to remain; those would all be salvageable. 
 
Mr. Ruma pointed out the various tree stands on the perimeters, and assured the Commission they are 
absolutely going to be safe. He also noted a cart path along the 8th hole that will also be preserved as 
that grade is not changing. He said the most significant trees are along the creeks.  
 
Mr. Brown said he did not mean to infer that the applicant had not done a good job of laying out the lots. 
He said his reference to some trees are in fact on the edge of those building lots so depending on 
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grading, some of those trees most likely can be preserved. He said his point/intent is that when the 
applicant is doing that, if they could be preserved and welled, then leave it to the eventual owner 
whether that stays or goes.  
 
Mr. Ruma said that is why we have an Architectural Review Committee (ARC) and why the developer is 
part of it, but at the same time, we need to make sure when we engineer the site, that engineering 
requirements do not step on a zone.  
 
Amy Salay said she did not know what happened with Wellington, but knows what can happen here. She 
said what the Commission is called to do because of these trees on this site is not a wood lot where you 
cannot see individual trees; this site is all about the individual trees. She said where we are committed to 
saving a tree, we as City and Staff, need to figure out a way to ensure the trees are fenced and 
preserved when the contractor is doing the work. She said a developer cannot control what a contractor 
does on site as the developer is not there 24/7. She said between now and the final, she would like Staff 
to come up with a very detailed plan. She said it would be a shame to develop Lot 41.  
 
Ms. Salay said she was at the Council Retreat on March 26 and when she left the Council Retreat she 
went home and immediately got on her computer to watch the live-stream so she caught the last hour or 
hour and a half of the meeting. She said she heard the discussion about moving the lots. She said there 
are three trees on Lot 41, which should be saved in her view. She suggested a lot be added to the 
applicant’s senior/empty-nester product or maybe get rid of the lot altogether. She said she is not sure 
about the re-grading of the pond with Lot 69 but if trees are being impacted, she is not in favor of 
developing that lot.  
 
Ms. Newell indicated if Lot 41 was eliminated, aesthetically, you would want to look at Lot 40 to preserve 
that line; it would look out of place to leave Lot 40 sitting by itself. She said she does not think Lot 69 
impacts any trees.  
 
Mr. Brown said his impression of it is where the clubhouse sits and the way they would have to probably 
grade that, it is going to be a struggle. He said he hates losing any tree that size, obviously, but does not 
mind the lot relocation.  
 
Ms. Salay said the Commission can ask that the tree be welled when they do the re-grading.  
 
Mr. Ruma asked to address these comments and the Chair invited the applicant to speak. 
 
Mr. Ruma said they have alternate positions to put two lots. He said they can move Lot 41 across the 
street and if they desired to move both, could replace Lot 41 behind Lot 165 at the entrance of the court, 
and in both cases, trees would not be affected at all.  
 
Ms. Salay said view sheds are affected and that is the whole point for the space between Lots 145, 144, 
164, and 165.  
 
Mr. Ruma said in his last proposal, they had lots all along there.  
 
Ms. Salay said that plan was not accepted, the applicant tabled the application, went to rework the plan, 
and she asked that we talk about this plan.  
 
Mr. Chillog said with regard to view sheds, 90 feet will be lost on either side but also gaining back on the 
other sides. He said they are not taking it away, it is being moved around. He said you get more open 
space in the front at the cost of less open space here and the applicant maintains the lot count.  
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Ms. Salay suggested two lots could be lost or there is space in the empty-nester section because more 
single-family homes in Dublin are not needed so much as empty-nester products. She said the 
Commission looks at the impact on the schools, traffic, and view sheds, which are absolutely crucial. She 
said the one thing that stands out while driving through Belvedere today are the beautiful view sheds of 
the park land. She recalled that was a very long process the Commission went through to get Belvedere 
approved.  
 
Mr. Ruma said it is give and take. He stated he cannot lose three lots. He said they are at 1.22 units per 
acre; there is no such thing as this density anywhere in the City, except for River Forest that is 80 years 
old. He restated he cannot lose three lots.  
 
Cathy De Rosa asked if there was potential around Lot 64 or 55.  
 
Mr. Ruma said there are big trees there. 
 
Deborah Mitchell said she agrees with the need for empty-nester housing. She said from an economic 
standpoint, that preserves the applicant’s number of lots.  
 
Ms. Husak said in the senior housing area the pinch point there is the stream and Stream Corridor 
Protection Zone. She said there may be an area for one lot if all the other lots were reduced in size; it is 
tight in terms of open spaces.  
 
Ms. Salay agreed. She asked how wide the lots are on the top of that curve.  Mr. Ruma answered they 
were 60-foot lots.  
 
Ms. Husak said it appears for least impact would be to remove the one lot with the trees and relocate it. 
She recommended keeping the other one in place.  
 
Mr. Brown said he believes it is the ‘lesser of all evils’.  
 
Ms. Newell agreed. She said there is one really significant tree, the 28-inch Red Oak. She said taking 
away the views at the other areas to relocate those two lots, that is worse than losing the one Red Oak, 
as beautiful as that tree may be.  
 
Mr. Walter noted the point-by-point debate. He said the Commission is not obligated to make this 
financially work for the applicant but are obligated to make this work for the residents and the City. He 
said if the applicant loses three lots, you can make that up through a lot premium of $5,400 spread 
across other lots. He indicated we will be here for days and they have not addressed asphalt, vinyl, or 
anything. He said he would like to hear how the balance of the Commission feels, make conditions, and 
let the applicant accept or reject them.  
 
Ms. Newell said she appreciated his input and was happy to move onto architectural issues. She said her 
biggest heartburn is leaving vinyl in the text. She said the Commission has asked a lot of applicants who 
have come forward recently to eliminate vinyl. She said her concern with vinyl windows is the text does 
not address quality. She said when you leave vinyl, in particular, while she would admit, professionally 
there are good quality vinyl windows, it is also one of the most affordable windows you can put in 
residential or commercial because there are so many lower-end windows available.  
 
Ms. Salay asked Ms. Newell as an architect, if she has a specification for vinyl windows. Ms. Salay recalled 
discussing vinyl siding being a certain thickness as a quality material. She said she is open to vinyl 
windows; they are in the finest homes. She suggested the Commission could specify a type or certain 
quality. 
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Ms. Newell said requiring a thickness to how that window is constructed is not a good way to delineate 
that. She the problem is you are identifying them more for manufacturer and then there is the risk that 
the same manufacturer makes a very low end product and high end at the same time.  
 
Mr. Miller asked Ms. Newell if she set a basis for design for a project that includes a window schedule 
that you line out for a commercial project that sets a standard for equal type products for that design 
project.  
 
Ms. Newell said she would but generally you are picking out specific manufacturers. She said you can 
look at any window manufacturer and they will run a gamut of quality of products they offer. 
 
Mr. Miller asked if a basis could be set for a design minimum that would allow the Commission to be 
comfortable. He stated he thought vinyl windows were fine; they are found in $800,000 to $1 million 
homes. He suggested the low-end vinyl windows could be eliminated by setting a basis for design. 
 
Ms. Salay asked if some windows could be specified during the Final Development Plan.  
 
Ms. Husak explained that typically for a single-family development, the architectural details for each lot 
are not provided at the Final Development Plan. She said in certain areas of the City, there have been 
allowances for alternative materials or alternative types being permitted with demonstration of high 
quality at the Final Development Plan stage. She said that is something the Commission could entertain. 
She said it is then going to have to be applicable to however many lots are included within that Final 
Development Plan. She said if the applicant is amenable to that we could do that; allow everything that is 
proposed except for the vinyl windows and then have some language added that with the proof of high 
quality provision, that could be approved at the Final Development Plan.  
 
Mr. Miller said there are a lot of different ways to specify a window and one thing we never touch on, but 
certainly accentuates a house are the muntins. He said it is a very difficult to specify at this level; 
hopefully the rest of the architectural standards are high enough that the better home builders are 
attracted that provide a better standard anyway. He said drawing the line on this is difficult to put into 
text.  
 
Ms. Newell said that is why she has always sided on just eliminating vinyl and Staff has to enforce what is 
written into this text. She said the fair and reasonable thing to do would be to eliminate that product.  
 
Ms. Husak said if vinyl windows were eliminated at this stage, that would not mean the applicant could 
not come at the Final Development Plan with an acceptable specification where the Commission could 
then do a text modification to allow that specific type of vinyl window.  
 
Ms. Newell confirmed Ms. Husak was suggesting eliminating it now but allowing it to be brought back. 
 
Mr. Brown said he would support eliminating the complete vinyl window but not opposed to a vinyl clad. 
He said he is opposed to a vinyl shutter. He asked if a condition could be written in those terms he would 
be supportive.  
 
Ms. Newell said it sounds like the Commission needs to eliminate vinyl altogether.  
 
Mr. Ruma said vinyl shutters should not be in the text; it was an oversight on their part.  
 
Mr. Ruma restated that every major builder in the City of Dublin uses vinyl windows and listed them. He 
said they use windows by well-known manufacturers. He said the Commission is dictating a buyer’s 
choice. He said we are in zoning, not building a house. He said this is still America you know, with certain 
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freedoms and one of them ought to be at least to choose windows that are good high quality and are 
being used throughout any other single-family communities this Commission has approved.  
 
Ms. Newell said she did not agree. She said the Commission has this same issue with vinyl siding that 
they constantly eliminate from text for the same reason; there are inherent problems with vinyl; it does 
not hold up tremendously well in the long-term.  
 
Mr. Ruma emphasized that vinyl windows are better in terms of maintenance, they are long lasting, and 
better materials in terms of longevity and energy efficiency. He said wood is great but vinyl windows are 
equally as good. He told the Commission not to diminish the product without getting a real sense of it.  
 
Mr. Brown reported he was an architectural building product representative for 15 years, which included 
representing 12 different lines of windows. He said he knows a thing or two about windows.  
 
Mike Hanson said Silver Line Windows is a division of Anderson Windows. He said he appreciated the 
gentlemen’s endorsement of our 400-series, which is a great product but vinyl is also something very 
acceptable. He said the Commission speaks of thickness and things like that of your concern and words 
cannot define a vinyl window unless it includes certain things. He said there is a better quality of product 
depending on the manufacturer themselves. He said through attrition of years of some of the brands you 
heard here today, whether it is Silver Line, Simonton, or Jen-Weld, they all have good brand identification 
as a result of performance. He said there is never painting and it does last a long time.  
 
Ms. Newell restated her concern with regards to a vinyl window is that she cannot control the quality in 
the text.  
 
Mr. Brown said he is not entirely opposed to vinyl windows but he would take Ms. Husak’s 
recommendation and maybe help Mr. Ruma write a Final Development text that defines a quality 
standard that the Commission can find acceptable.  
 
The Commission as a whole agreed. 
 
Ms. Newell said eliminating asphalt was discussed at the March 26th meeting.  
 
Mr. Miller said he thought there was a 100% agreement on eliminating asphalt as a permitted pavement 
material for driveways. 
 
Ms. Newell said asphalt still appears in the applicant’s text.  
  
Ms. Salay recommended that asphalt be removed from the text as a permitted driveway material.  
 
Ms. Newell said she appreciated that the applicant added the elevations of the buildings but asked that 
they expand on their text in regards to how those should be interpreted. She said in architectural 
standards, AS-1, it says “images have been included as supportive information to the written text to 
express the design intent and architectural vision for the development. Limitations shall be expressed in 
written text. The included imagery shall not be used to interpret limitations or exceptions of any 
standards.” She said she would like to entertain revising that text as a condition so that it read “the 
included imagery shall not be used to interpret limitations or exceptions of any standards but are 
intended to exhibit the minimal level of detail of architectural features and embellishments and provide 
pictorial examples of architectural reference styles.” She said she thought that made the standard more 
complete where it was lacking description in regards to images and still related to the text.  
 
Ms. Salay said she appreciated that language and would like to add a “certain percentage of masonry on 
the fronts of the houses”. She referred to the European Country Homes, the two on the right where there 
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is way too much stucco and the windows are really small. She said she did not want an all stucco home 
with just a stone water table. She said one scattered throughout, or 10 or 20 in the development is okay. 
 
Ms. Newell asked if the text stated there had to be two materials.  
 
Ms. Salay said there is not a percentage for building materials. She said if you have a stone water table, 
the rest of the house can be siding. She said a number of neighborhoods are popping up like that; she 
appreciates the classical farmhouse if it is not every house. She said people that may desire the most 
inexpensive way to build a house use siding and so you end up with a neighborhood of mostly siding. She 
said high quality neighborhoods around Dublin and most of the homes in Tartan Ridge have mixed 
materials, for the most part. She said she would like to call out a percentage of masonry, on the front, of 
75% of the homes or something like that so we get that mixture and level of quality that she is after.  
 
Ms. Newell reminded everyone that there is going to be an Architectural Review Committee (ARC). She 
said she does not object to an all-siding home. 
 
Ms. Salay said she did not either, just did not want the neighborhood to build out like that. She asked if 
there was a standard that could be added like “no more than 20% of the homes will be all siding.” 
 
Ms. Husak said from a staff approval perspective, percentage per home is extremely difficult to 
administer. She said Ms. Newell kind of hinted to that; there is the architectural diversity matrix required, 
which will eliminate that style repetitiveness.  
 
Ms. Salay questioned whether the matrix requirement would give her the result she is asking for. She 
restated she wanted more stone and masonry on the front of homes. She said she does not see a 
problem with requiring this in the text.  
 
Ms. Husak said maybe it is one of those things where the styles have to be evenly distributed. She said if 
you had enough of one style and not another you would get there also.  
 
Ms. Mitchell said she wondered if the houses can be categorized by type rather than the literal 
interpretation in the matrix. 
  
Ms. De Rosa asked if the goal of the Architectural Review Committee is to manage this particular issue. 
She said personally, she likes all the farmhouses with all siding. She said if that is the goal of ARC then 
they can do an effective job of fixing that. 
 
Ms. Salay said it is but language has to be added to the text so that mix happens, otherwise things left to 
the market and if the market wants all siding, then that is what we will end up with.  
 
Ms. De Rosa asked how this can be accomplished with sufficient latitude to the committee. 
 
Ms. Mitchell asked if it is possible to define types by the percentage of the degree of which there is siding 
versus something else. She said then it is type not as much by style as it is by the composition of the 
materials and have a design matrix based on the composition of the materials. 
 
Mr. Ruma said the words in his text are exactly the same as what is written in Tartan Ridge.  
 
Ms. Salay said you can always do better. She said Tartan Ridge has a lot of other features.  
 
Mr. Ruma said he did not know how to give the Commission the criteria to define they are not going to 
have all siding houses on every street. He said what he says is subject to what the ARC is going to be 
doing, looking at each and every plan. He said there will be all custom houses in Section 1, expecting 
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those houses to start at $750,000 using a myriad of materials. He said the age-targeted housing area is 
expected to be a themed community.  
 
Ms. Salay said they just approved a theme community of empty-nester style housing and they required a 
percentage of stone; it was a European Country style on the façade but she did not remember what that 
percentage number was. She reported they had said there is too much stucco on this house just like we 
would have said there is too much siding.  
 
Mr. Ruma said he could do that with a themed community because they will be proposed as a specific 
style.  
 
Ms. Salay said she has spent a lot of time in Jerome Village. She recalled a section where the homes start 
at $750,000, had a very small water table of stone, and then the rest of it is siding, and that is the 
community. She said there was a home in there that sold for upper $900,000s. She indicated they are 
very high-end homes but there is too much siding, which is not attractive, not Dublin, and not what she 
is hoping for, for this site. She indicated this is a gem. She said the applicant is creating one of the finest 
neighborhoods in our community ever. She said she wants to make sure the architectural standards are 
there. She said she appreciates that the applicant is going to have an Architectural Review Committee but 
she does not want a street where the houses have all siding. She said the homeowners will spend their 
money maxing out the inside. She wants this to be the absolute best quality she can get.  
 
Mr. Ruma suggested “no more than 25% of the houses that are outside of the age-targeted group can be 
all siding.”  
 
Ms. Salay said that was fine with her.  
 
Ms. Newell asked if that would be enforced then by the ARC and not going back to the Staff.  
 
Ms. Husak said she would be satisfied with that arrangement. 
 
Mr. Ruma said if there is any change to that, they will have to come back before the Commission to gain 
approval of a variance.  
 
Ms. Newell questioned the Architectural Review Committee section. She started to read in the middle of 
the paragraph “…The ARC shall undertake a review of these elevations and plans for compliance with the 
commitments made in the development text such as built not limited to setbacks, building heights, 
diversity, types of materials, and color.”  She said right in between the words materials and colors she 
said the following should be inserted “architectural character, level of detail of architectural elements”. 
She said this will relate it back to the styles to make it a little more concrete when you are the ARC 
looking at what is in this text and how it is going to be enforced.  
 
Ms. Newell showed Ms. Husak what she had written and said for clarity. 
 
Ms. Salay asked to discuss Mr. Walter’s point to the lights and eliminate the yard light posts that are 
wood, vinyl, or whatever.  
 
Mr. Brown said the light posts do not bother him, but the mailboxes having consistent form does. He 
indicated if he had a Colonial Revival home, he would want a Colonial Revival lamp post and not a 
community standard.  
 
Ms. Newell agreed the lamp posts should match the individual character of the homes. 
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Ms. De Rosa inquired about the strength of the language in AS-11. She said side-loaded garages had 
been discussed and not front-facing garages on Avery Road. She said the wording is “are encouraged 
and that did not feel strong enough for her as that is a requirement.  
 
Mr. Chillog said the next line, G3, specifically addressed Avery Road garages. 
 
Ms. De Rosa confirmed side-loaded garages are prohibited.  
 
Mr. Chillog explained front-facing garages are eliminated unless they are court-loaded configuration and if 
there was a side-load, it would face west. He said the some could have north or south facing sides.  
 
Ms. Salay confirmed front-loaded garages are not permitted on Avery Road.  
 
Mr. Stidhem inquired about the mounds on the south side of the site, asking how much of that will be 
maintained. He said it would create a natural buffer between neighborhoods. 
 
Mr. Ruma said most of those mounds are going to be in the building pad of those lots. 
 
Mr. Stidhem referred to Lots 170 and 171. He said it is hard to see the existing trees there again, 
between the neighborhoods and is assuming nothing will be removed there.  
 
Mr. Stidhem inquired about the location of the Avery Road pedestrian crossing and how it would be 
affected by the hill.  
 
Mr. Ruma said it is taken directly across from where the Memorial Drive intersection is. He said it has to 
be moved north of that intersection by about 15 to 20 feet. He explained that the grade change between 
the existing cart path and Avery Road is about two feet. He said he anticipates a 25 – 30% grade going 
back out to the road. He said on the other side it is basically level, falling down just a little, but it has to 
go around because there is a storm sewer, light, and landscaping and connects to a private path. He said 
public people are being put onto a private path that is restricted to Muirfield residents. He emphasized he 
is against this.  
 
Ms. Wawszkiewicz said the access drive is farther north on Memorial Drive and the Muirfield path on the 
east side of Avery Road is significantly east of the road; it does not come up along the edge of the road. 
She said Engineering thought this would work out a little easier as far as connections and existing 
facilities. She said it does have existing paths on both sides. 
 
Mr. Stidhem inquired about the land uses noted in the development text in section DO-4. He said it states 
proposed uses of the residential open space/community gardens. He asked if that would be similar in the 
maintained by the homeowner’s association.  
 
Ms. Husak explained Planning has been working with the Parks and Open Space staff on all of the 
language for the potential future development of the open spaces. She indicated that if there was a 
community garden permitted, it would be the homeowner’s association responsibility. 
 
Mr. Stidhem indicated he was a big fan of community gardens and assumed the ponds would be 
maintained by the City.  
 
Ms. Salay stated she would like to put that in as a condition. She indicated there are some neighborhoods 
where the homeowner’s association is required to maintain the pond and it is problematic; there are 
questions of how it is maintained and it is technically part of the City’s stormwater system and that is a 
burden to put on homeowners.  
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Mr. Stidhem inquired specifically about the one in the northeast corner, near Lots 69 and 70. He said it 
was laid out in the plans that it would be maintained by the homeowner’s association. According to the 
plan, he said the rest would be maintained by the City.  
 
Ms. Salay said all ponds that are part of our stormwater system should be maintained by the City. She 
said at the end of construction, we could ask that someone dive in and retrieve all the construction debris 
recalling an issue in Ballantrae where a pond was clogged with construction debris and did not function 
correctly.  
 
Mr. Stidhem asked about the timing of the programming referred to on BS-8. He said there are a lot of 
possibilities in the open space and depending on the type of neighborhood, especially if you look at 123 – 
109 area. He said some interesting things can be done to create community for that target market.  
 
Ms. Husak said at this point there is not really a timeframe established but it would be the Parks staff 
identifying when programming would occur and she is not sure when the threshold is to engage the 
community.  
 
Mr. Stidhem said he is sure great things will happen and the community will be involved. He referred to 
the very top of that same page where it states “generally wire or two-rail fencing shall be used to protect 
special landmark trees.”  He asked if that was a temporary condition. 
 
Ms. Husak confirmed it would be temporary fencing. She said in normal circumstances, orange silt fence 
is used for tree protection, which is not very sturdy; wind, rain, or a backhoe could knock it down. She 
said that fence is a sturdier, more permanent fence to protect trees on any temporary condition during 
construction.  
 
Ms. Husak explained it is being done now at the Stansbury at Muirfield Village site where inspectors are 
working with the developer to identify areas for the more heavy-duty fence to protect the existing trees.  
 
Mr. Miller said he is good with the application and believes the developer is really close. He stated he is 
not opposed to vinyl windows. He indicated he has had wood windows and would not again but giving 
the homeowner the opportunity to choose is okay. He said he really appreciates the four-sided 
architecture but there was a letter submitted by a resident, which included a picture of a home in the 
Virginia Homes section of Tartan West, and said this is not four-sided architecture. He said he does not 
interpret the text as defining this as four-sided architecture and not what the residents are looking for. 
 
Mr. Ruma said he had nothing to do with the approval of Tartan West. He said all he did was buy those 
lots and sold them to his son. He said the house Mr. Miller is referring to is the house they built for ‘Home 
for Hope’ for The James Cancer hospital and he said he did not know if they had four-sided architecture 
requirements in Tartan West or not but the plans submitted were approved.  
 
Mr. Miller said he wanted to bring this up because the residents took the time to write a letter to the 
Commission and there were multiple purposes for his letter but one of the areas is the lack of aesthetics. 
He said he believes the all masonry fireplaces, the masonry material on the fireplaces itself is going to 
help carry the four-sided architecture around the home is going to help. He said he does not have a 
problem with it; he just wanted to say there is a resident out there that does not believe this is four-sided 
architecture. He said he did not think that is what Mr. Ruma’s text is inferring; he just wanted to go on 
record with that information.  
 
Mr. Miller asked about a flood plain study that was coming or would come after because some of these 
homes are currently in the flood plain. He asked if a new study would be presented to Council. 
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Ms. Husak said the requirement is that there will be a Letter of Map Amendment (LOMA) for changes to 
that flood plain boundary submitted to us and subsequently to the Commission at the Final Development 
Plan stage when the applicant had a chance to finalize the grading for those lots and get in touch with 
FEMA to get that taken care of.  
 
Ms. Newell said with regards to four-sided architecture, if the text is silent in regard to something, it 
refers back to the provisions that are in our own Zoning Code.  
 
Ms. De Rosa asked about the Hyland-Croy Road connection. She read the condition “to work with the City 
to program a direct site connection”. She asked if that meant “it will be done” or it will be “prepped to be 
done”. 
 
Ms. Husak said it means it will be done; it just depends on by whom and exactly where. 
 
Ms. Wawszkiewicz added “programmed” is a very specific term that engineering uses with City Council for 
projects that are included in the Capital Improvement Plan in a five-year window.  
 
Ms. De Rosa asked about “to accelerate” or “make sure” whatever possible that the improvement at 
Brand and Avery Roads get into the plan because that has been stated over and over again. She noted 
the safety concerns that were brought up and she shares that concern. 
 
Ms. Husak said Staff had a meeting this morning with residents in Belvedere where that was one of the 
discussion topics that we honed in on because the avoidance of that intersection causes a lot of the 
internal traffic within Belvedere so she said she hoped that Council was aware of that need and to move 
it up in the CIP. 
 
Ms. Salay said that was definitely on Council’s radar and believes Engineering is working on a design and 
as soon as they are ready with a design, Council would support construction.  
 
Mr. Miller said one of the residents brought up using that anticipated road as a construction entry and he 
thought that was very logical. He asked if that is something that can be included here. 
 
Ms. Husak said the tough thing about it is that the first phase of development is intended to be this 
southeastern section so having 1,500 feet of drive just to get to the site plus another 1,500 feet to get to 
the construction area, might be a tad difficult. She said the construction staging area/entrances will be 
something that Engineering takes a look at as part of their acceptance of the construction drawings. She 
said they will get it out of the main roads of travel but will traffic have to take Avery Road to get there, 
most likely that is going to be the route.  
 
Mr. Brown addressed the Hyland-Croy connector. He said part of the land that Mr. Ruma does own, if 
working with the City to connect that, how is that particular property that needs to become a road, 
deeded, accessed, or granted permission by the City to fully utilize and take over for road construction.  
 
Mr. Ruma said he thought it would all be part of the infrastructure agreement.  
 
Mr. Ruma addressed something mentioned earlier when he said he had no problems specifying mailboxes 
and lamp posts. He said they have done that in the past and generally includes it in the deed restrictions 
to ensure homeowners comply. He said they generally specify a brand and a picture and state this is 
what the homeowner is to put in front of their house. He said it was fine with him to add it to the text, if 
that was requested. 
 
Ms. Newell asked if there were further questions or concerns. [There were none.] 
 



Dublin Planning and Zoning Commission 
April 9, 2015 – Meeting Minutes 

Page 18 of 25 

 
Ms. Husak said there were originally four conditions proposed that are included in the Planning 
recommendation shown on the screen, and conditions 5 through 13 have been added. She read the 
conditions: 
 
Ms. Husak said approval is recommended for the Rezoning/Preliminary Development Plan with 13 
conditions: 
 

1) That the applicant enter into an infrastructure agreement with the City, prior to submitting the 
first Final Development Plan, for development thresholds and public project contributions 
including the necessary sanitary sewer system improvements;  

2) That the applicant work with the City to program a direct site connection to Hyland-Croy Road to 
the satisfaction of the City Engineer prior to the approval of a Final Plat that includes the Firenza 
Place connection to Tartan West;  

3) That the developer update the traffic impact study to the satisfaction of the City Engineer prior a 
City Council hearing of the rezoning;  

4) That as part of the development of Section 1, the applicant provide a northbound left-turn lane 
on Avery Road into the site and a pedestrian crossing system for Avery Road, to the satisfaction 
of the City Engineer;  

5) That the development text be revised to eliminate vinyl as a permitted window option and allow 
the applicant to request approval of specific vinyl window products at the Final Development Plan 
stage if so desired; 

6) That the development text be revised to eliminate vinyl as a shutter material; 
7) That the development text be updated to eliminate asphalt as a permitted driveway material; 
8) That the development text be updated to address the language on page AS-1 in accordance with 

the Commission comments; 
9) That the development text be updated to limit all siding as the building material to 25%  of the 

total homes within Subareas A and B; 
10) That the development text be updated to limit stucco to no more than 50% of the primary façade 

of a home; 
11) That the development text regarding the review authority of the Architectural Review Committee 

be updated to revise page AS-1, Section II. B. 1. to add architectural character and level of detail 
of architectural elements to the review authority of the ARC; 

12) That the stormwater management areas be maintained by the City of Dublin and the 
development text and plans be updated accordingly; and 

13) That consistent mailboxes be submitted for review and approval at the final development stage. 
 
Ms. Newell referred to the second paragraph that she suggested editing was under the ARC paragraph B-
1. She asked Ms. Salay to confirm what her issues were. 
 
Ms. Salay said siding and percentage of stucco were her issues.  
 
Ms. Newell said right now, what that applies to is siding. 
 
Ms. Salay said she was interested in masonry on the front of the house.  
 
Ms. Husak suggested “and that homes using the European Country style use high level of masonry on the 
façade”. 
 
Ms. Salay suggested “75%”.  
 
Ms. Husak said she did not think it was feasible to calculate percentage of materials during permit review.  
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Mr. Brown asked if it would be easier to designate that “any particular elevation not be completely 
stucco”. 
 
Ms. Salay said the problem is the whole elevation. She asked Ms. Husak to recall what was stipulated on 
the recent Deer Run application. 
 
Mr. Ruma said we can eliminate all stucco houses. He suggested “on 75% of the houses there will be 
masonry features on the front.” 
 
Ms. Salay asked if masonry was the primary material. 
 
Mr. Ruma said not as primary; it may be stone and siding on the side. 
 
Ms. Salay said that is what she wanted to get away from; she does not want too much siding. She 
clarified she wanted most of the homes in this neighborhood to have masonry fronts the primary 
material; you might have siding or stucco accents but when the house is viewed, it will be a brick or 
stone house.  
 
Mr. Ruma suggested “75% of the houses will have facades with at least 50% stone or brick”.  
 
Ms. Salay said we are tied into the percentage of materials calculations. 
 
Mr. Ruma said he is not trying to create all stucco or all siding houses but there will be some houses that 
will be mostly siding. 
 
Ms. Salay said what we are after is a very high quality built environment that you see the stone and the 
brick and do not see the stucco. She noted some examples in the applicant’s development standards that 
do not work for her because there is too much stucco. She said the text needs to be modified.  
 
Mr. Ruma indicated we are on dangerous ground. He said the best thing is to leave it up to the 
Architectural Review Committee.  
 
Ms. Mitchell said a moment ago, someone said at least half must be masonry or stone and siding or 
stucco could be accents. She asked if that was a solution. 
 
Ms. Husak said Staff would be comfortable having a requirement for having masonry for certain styles. 
She said all European Country homes have to have that, which is fairly easy to administer. She said what 
is difficult is when it gets to 75% of the homes have to have that because for 185 homes minus the 
empty-nester homes, we have to have a matrix in the office that says this home in this area affects this 
home over here, and this over there, etc. She said if you have to take into account the 50 homes that 
have already been approved that dictate what the 51st home has to have, it gets difficult. 
 
Mr. Brown said of all the pictures of homes that are represented, the only one he has an issue with is the 
middle one on AS-3, European Country.  
 
Ms. Husak said for Tartan Ridge there was some language in there for the prominent facades because 
that is the piece that sticks out the most out of that entire elevation.  
 
Ms. Salay noted “the prominent façade has to be stone or brick”. 
 
Ms. Newell said she reviewed the architectural diversity standards and understands Ms. Salay’s goal that 
a whole bunch of stucco or siding homes is not what she wants to be left with but it is ok to have a home 
that was predominantly siding. She suggested “The architectural character of the community must 



Dublin Planning and Zoning Commission 
April 9, 2015 – Meeting Minutes 

Page 20 of 25 

 
provide diversity of styles and use of materials so that for the overall development, does not create a 
predominant use of a single material”. 
 
Ms. Husak said it has to be except for the siding because on the Colonial elevation, it is appropriate. 
 
Ms. Newell said she meant throughout the whole development. She said her intent was if there are four 
homes in a row, there would not be four homes that were all going to be siding so viewing the 
development as a whole, stucco was not repeated throughout the development. She said in the 
architectural character, they would have to make that assumption. She explained as the building gets 
out, and there is a resident that wants to come in and there is a lot of siding homes, someone on that 
ARC has to say that the home needs to be a different material because of a predominance of a single 
material.  
 
Ms. Newell invited public comment. 
 
Robert Fathman, 5805 Tarton Circle North, said on this most recent discussion, he heard the applicant 
say he is okay with 50%. He noted Ms. Husak said she has some difficulty working with it but personally 
he said he liked what Ms. Salay said about 75%. He said somewhere between 50% – 75% is okay and 
most of the Commission seems to want that. He suggested picking a percentage and go with it since Mr. 
Ruma agreed to work with it and let us be done with that issue.  
 
Mr. Fathman said he did not see on Ms. Husak’s list here a point #13, which is Lots 40 and 41. He said 
there has been a great amount of discussion and then we moved off that and he would like to see those 
lots eliminated. He said our group of these nine homeowner associations wanted to eliminate six lots and 
Staff wanted to eliminate three lots. He said he would like to see at least those two eliminated.  
 
Ms. Salay suggested “75% is stone or brick on the front façade.”  
 
Mr. Brown said he did not want to eliminate the Colonial Revival style. 
 
Ms. Newell said she did not have an objection to a home being all siding.  
 
Ms. Salay said she did not mind either but in Jerome Village there is very high-end homes and it is a fine 
look and she does not have an objection; it is just when you get too much of it.  
 
Ms. Husak said the problem we will run into is if a certain style of home or architectural character is 
required then nobody builds that particular home. She said we had that happen at the Conine property 
there off Summit View where the text required if there was masonry used on the front; it had to be on all 
sides. She said it ended up being that nobody used masonry on any of the homes.  
 
Ms. Salay restated her primary concern is with front facades. She said we have the four-sided 
architecture and the pictures of sides and rears; she does not want too much stucco on a façade of a 
house.  
 
Mr. Brown suggested “no primary façade should contain more than 50% stucco.” 
 
Ms. Newell reminded everyone that we do have an ARC that will be making judgements. She said it is 
hard to regulate architecture that is why we are all struggling to come up with the proper text language. 
 
Mr. Brown agreed. 
 
Ms. Newell said it is equally hard for Staff to enforce that because there will be a quantitative and a 
subjective decision needed to be made in regards to what those provisions are, which is equally the task 



Dublin Planning and Zoning Commission 
April 9, 2015 – Meeting Minutes 

Page 21 of 25 

 
of the ARC. She said if the goal is not to end up with a predominant material throughout the 
development that we simply just add that to the text.  
 
Ms. Salay said we covered the siding.  
 
Ms. Newell said that would apply to whether it was siding or stucco, equally would apply then if there 
was masonry. She said that would not limit the materials but it would limit every single house in the 
development from being masonry. 
 
Ms. Salay said if every single house in this neighborhood is either the 25% siding farmhouse style and 
every other home was brick or stone, it would not be a bad thing.  
 
Ms. Husak said she tried to incorporate what Mr. Brown was suggesting in condition #10. “That the 
development text be revised to limit stucco to no more than 50% of the primary façade of a home.”  She 
said what this does not get at, to some extent, is if people then chose not to build any of the European 
Country styles because they would have to add more masonry to it. She said there is the diversity 
requirement that similar facades cannot be across from each other, next to each other, and so forth that 
would potentially get us more of the styles that do not use stucco primarily as a building material 
whether that is the more Craftsman style home or the Colonial Revival home. She said that would be the 
only issue she would foresee with that language as such that this could potentially eliminate the 
European Country style from the neighborhood or diminish it. She said people may build less of it.  
 
Ms. Newell said she would agree with that comment. 
 
Mr. Ruma said he is getting to the point where we are taking away the architect’s ability to create. He 
said if somebody wants to build a farmhouse with different sections of architecture showing some stone, 
some siding, vertical siding, or some copper roofs, we are trying to diminish the ability of the architect to 
be creative. He suggested simplifying things by stating “no all stucco homes and we will have no more 
than 25% of all siding houses” and leave the rest alone and leave it up to the ARC. We need it simple for 
our Staff and those builders and architects that come along to build here.  
 
Ms. Newell agreed she did not want to limit any architect’s creativity. She said if the applicant is 
comfortable with the 25% and no home will be completely stucco. 
 
Ms. Mitchell asked if “no homes will be primarily stucco” could be written in the text instead of “all 
stucco”. 
 
Ms. Salay suggested “no primary façade is more than 50% stucco.”  
 
Ms. Mitchell said and then “no more than 75% of the homes in the development will be all siding.” 
 
Everyone on the Commission and the applicant agreed to that language. 
 
Mr. Ruma noted the problem in condition #9 is primary. He interprets that as the whole house. 
 
Ms. Husak said we are basically saying that the true Colonial Revival style of all siding with a stone water 
table can only be 25% of the homes within the entire development of Subareas A and B. 
 
Mr. Ruma said his concern by stating primary material as it infers there is another material or secondary 
material. He said it should say “25% of the total homes”. The Commissioners agreed. 
 
Ms. Newell asked the Commission if they wanted to tackle Lots 40 and 41 that came up previously in 
discussion. 
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Ms. Salay made a motion to eliminate Lots 40 and 41 from the plan and restore that to open space to 
preserve trees. 
 
Ms. Newell said she is ok with leaving Lots 40 and 41 and the reason is because it would only preserve 
one tree and considering the overall development, we have asked the applicant to substantially limit the 
amount of lot coverage on this site and they have brought it down to 1.22 units per acre. She said the 
review criteria standards do not provide a reason to tell the applicant to eliminate those two lots. She 
said the applicant has met everything we have asked of them. 
 
Ms. Salay said she made a motion and we can just take a vote and she would be fine either way.  
 
Ms. Newell said she was looking in terms of people felt strongly enough than it can be added as a 
condition.  
 
Jennifer Readler said if this is to be addressed it should be in the conditions so we could get a consensus.  
 
Ms. Newell said that is what she is trying to ask if there is a consensus of whether it should be included in 
the conditions or not. She confirmed there are three trees and one is of significant size. 
 
Mr. Brown said he did not think it was necessary to eliminate those two lots.  
 
The last five members agreed the lots did not need to be eliminated. 
 
The Chair asked if the applicant was in agreement of the conditions. 
 
Mr. Ruma said he did not want to eliminate asphalt. He noted currently in Belvedere, two-thirds of the 
homes driveways are paved with asphalt. He said all of the houses in Tartan West that are adjacent to 
this site and the Verona condominiums are all asphalt. He said the driveways in Tartan Ridge are 
probably 50/50. He emphasized some people do not want concrete and that was the only condition he 
had an issue with.  
 
Mr. Brown said he did not have a problem with asphalt. 
 
Mr. Stidhem asked what the issue is with asphalt. 
 
Ms. Salay said durability, longevity, and appearance. 
 
Ms. De Rosa said she recalled this was agreeable by everyone at the meeting on March 26th. 
 
Mr. Ruma said he did not agree with concrete. He said that was the one thing he held fast on. He said he 
made a mistake when he said vinyl windows but he definitely opposed concrete driveways because he 
does not like the material as a driveway. He said he has had a concrete driveway, it stained, it settled, 
and then it flaked. He explained that after it settled, it then cracked with the weight of a car. He said the 
only way to fix it is to remove and replace it. He said that was expensive and replaced it with asphalt and 
he was happy, but that was his personal opinion. He said he has seen good concrete driveways that have 
lasted a long time because they are on proper bases and sealed consistently. He said it is a matter of 
preference. He asked what if someone did not want a concrete driveway in this neighborhood. He said 
neighborhoods consisting of all concrete driveways are somewhat ugly. He said it is like all stucco houses. 
 
Ms. Newell said she did not think the condition was “concrete was the only option” because brick and 
pavers are in the text already. 
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Ms. Salay said she has had a concrete driveway for 23 years and it is in perfect condition. She said she 
has neighbors with asphalt driveways and they have to do something with it every year to keep it looking 
good. She agreed it was a personal preference but she wanted to see asphalt eliminated as concrete is a 
higher quality material. She referred to the person that spoke about asphalt; we appreciate the business 
in Dublin and will continue to make all of our roadways asphalt. 
 
Ms. Mitchell recalled a discussion about the mix of paving materials. She said if there is asphalt, concrete, 
and pavers all in the same area it is not good aesthetically. 
 
Ms. Newell said they did but she walked Lewellyn Farms South earlier this week because it is a really nice 
development and thought for sure all of the driveways were mix of pavers and concrete and she was 
wrong. She said they are predominantly pavers and concrete but there are three asphalt driveways in 
that development so it makes her want to fall on this one a little bit. 
 
Mr. Brown said concrete can sometimes be a little glaring or jarring almost like the big façade of stucco; 
it depends on the style of the house and what blends in appropriately. He said people throw salt on 
concrete driveways and then they pit and flake. He agreed it is a personal preference and he is not 
opposed either way. 
 
Ms. Newell pointed out that what is consistent is all of the curb cuts and all of the aprons are all concrete, 
which is a standard in all of Dublin. 
 
The Chair asked legal counsel what is done when the applicant does not agree with one condition. 
 
Philip Hartmann said you cannot force an applicant to agree to a condition or put a condition on the 
property that is not agreed to.  
 
The Chair asked to see what condition number that was. 
 
Mr. Brown asked if there needed to be a separate motion. 
 
Mr. Hartmann said he did not want to do anything separate in voting but it would be good to get a 
consensus where everybody stands whether you want to keep it up there or not. 
 
The Chair asked Mr. Hartmann if he recommended a formal vote.  
 
Mr. Hartmann said no, just get an idea where the Commission would stand if you want to leave that 
condition in but if there is 4 or 5 of you that want to take it out, then it is probably advisable to take it 
out and vote on it. 
 
Ms. Salay said she would keep asphalt out as a permitted driveway material. 
 
Mr. Miller agreed. 
 
Ms. De Rosa said she is not an asphalt fan and would keep it out.  
 
Mr. Brown said he did not care either way; asphalt is fine.  
 
Ms. Newell said she is with the asphalt. 
 
Ms. Mitchell said she would keep it out. 
 
Mr. Stidhem said he would keep it out. 
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The Chair said the consensus on the Commission was that asphalt should remain out. She asked the 
applicant again, in regards to those conditions, if he can accept all of the 13 conditions. 
 
Mr. Ruma said he can have vinyl windows but would have to come back with a specific window and 
quality of those windows that will be ok. 
 
The Chair said we do not know 100% that they would be okay. She said vinyl windows could be asked 
for in the Final Development Plan, which would allow an opportunity to make a better presentation on the 
product intending to use or level of quality.  
 
Mr. Ruma said he would give up on concrete driveways if he could get vinyl windows. He asked if they 
could say Anderson windows of a certain specification and Jen-Weld of a certain specification or similar. 
 
Mr. Brown said not to speak on the behalf of the Commission but he spoke earlier that right now vinyl 
windows are eliminated but if you come back with specific language that allows a certain quality level of 
vinyl windows in the Final Development Plan phase, most people are agreeable to that.  
 
Ms. Salay said she feels the applicant is going to get the quality. She asked the anticipated price point of 
these homes. 
 
Mr. Ruma said it depends on what section. He said in Section 1, where there are 40 large lots, probably 
be $750,000 - $1 million. 
 
Ms. Salay said someone is not going to spend that kind of money on a home that have low-quality vinyl 
windows.  
 
Mr. Ruma agreed. He said Virginia Homes sold a home at $920,000 in Wellington Reserve and it has vinyl 
windows.  
 
Mr. Brown said they are probably well-specified detailed vinyl windows to which Mr. Ruma agreed. 
 
Ms. Mitchell said she thought the concern tonight was the word vinyl with nothing around it, making 
people nervous. 
 
Ms. Newell said that was her concern. 
 
Mr. Brown said so we are saying that we perceive that the applicant will get that in the Final 
Development Plan if returning with a good qualification on what determines a good quality vinyl window.  
 
Mr. Ruma said he agreed to the conditions to get this done. 
 
Ms. Husak confirmed the 13 conditions apply to the Rezoning with the Preliminary Development Plan. 
 
Motion and Vote 
Ms. Newell made a motion of approval for Rezoning with a Preliminary Development Plan with 13 stated 
conditions, Ms. Mitchell seconded. The vote was as follows: Mr. Stidhem, yes; Mr. Miller, yes; Ms. De 
Rosa, yes; Mr. Brown, yes; Ms. Salay, yes; Ms. Mitchell, yes; and Ms. Newell, yes. (Approved 7 – 0) 
 
The Chair requested the conditions for the Preliminary Plat be shown on the screen. She asked the 
applicant if he was in agreement with the condition. 
 

1) That the applicant ensure that any minor technical adjustments to the plat are made prior to City 
Council submittal. 
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Mr. Ruma agreed. 
 
Motion and Vote 
Ms. Newell made a motion for approval of the Preliminary Plat with one condition, Mr. Brown seconded. 
The vote was as follows: Ms. Salay, yes; Ms. De Rosa, yes; Mr. Miller, yes; Ms. Mitchell, yes; Mr. Stidhem, 
yes; Mr. Brown, yes; and Ms. Newell, yes. (Approved 7 – 0) 
 
The Commission thanked everyone and Mr. Ruma thanked the Commission for their time and effort and 
reaching a compromise on the situation.  
 
The Chair adjourned the meeting for a three minute break. 
 
The Chair reconvened the meeting. 
 
Communications 
Ms. Husak said a sheet was being routed through the Commission to add their names and phone 
numbers if they so choose for the contact list for Seattle, WA. She pointed out the travel folders that 
contain money that has been allocated for the meals per diem at the APA Conference. She noted there 
has been an APA folder created in Dropbox that will contain the contact list as well as a sample schedule 
of sessions that might be interesting to the Commission such as parking, downtown redevelopment, and 
form-based codes, etc. She said Staff noted speakers that they know are engaging. She explained there 
are two staff members that are presenting, herself and Devayani Puranik who has collaborated with 
Justin Goodwin who used to be on staff with the City of Dublin.  
 
In May, Ms. Husak said Planning was hoping to have another training session for the Commission and 
was considering an informal setting the week of May 11th. She entertained the idea of meeting at 5800 
Shier Rings Road for dinner prior to the session and discussing APA. She said MORPC might also provide 
a presentation about the housing trends.  
 
Ms. De Rosa said she would be out of the country that week. 
 
Ms. Salay suggested the last week of April.  
 
Ms. Husak said April 30th at 6 pm had been agreed upon by the Commission members but she would 
check the City Calendar for any conflicts. 
 
Ms. Husak noted a fairly large neighborhood meeting to occur on April 23rd.  She said there is going to be 
a Parks and input meeting as part of that for Riverside Park. 
 
The Chair adjourned the meeting at 9:45 p.m. 
 
 
 
As approved by the Planning and Zoning Commission on May 7, 2015. 
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Case Summary 
 
Agenda Item 1 
 
Case Number 14-068Z/PDP/PP          

 
Site Location 8205 Avery Road 
 West side of Avery Road, north of the intersection with Belvedere Green 

Boulevard 
 
Proposal: A rezoning of approximately 152.2 acres from R, Rural District and R-1, 

Restricted Suburban Residential District to PUD, Planned Unit Development 
District for the potential development of the site with up to 185 single-family 
lots and approximately 76 acres of open space.  

 
Requests Review and recommendation to City Council of a rezoning with preliminary 

development plan under the Planned District provisions of Zoning Code Section 
153.050, and a preliminary plat under the provisions of the Subdivision 
Regulations, Chapter 152. 

 
Applicant: Charles Ruma; represented by Smith and Hale.  
 
 
Planning Contact: Claudia D. Husak, AICP, Planner II | (614) 410-4675, chusak@dublin.oh.us 

 
Planning 

Recommendation: Approval of the rezoning with preliminary development plan with 
four conditions; and  
Approval of the preliminary plat with one condition.  
 
In Planning’s analysis, the rezoning with preliminary development plan proposal 
complies with the rezoning/preliminary development plan criteria and the 
existing development standards within the area. The proposal for the 
preliminary plat complies with the preliminary plat criteria and a 
recommendation to City Council for approval of both requests is recommended. 

 
 
 
 

 

 

Land Use and Long 
Range Planning
5800 Shier Rings Road 
Dublin, Ohio 43016-1236 

 

phone 614.410.4600 

fax  614.410.4747 
www.dublinohiousa.gov 
____________________ 
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  Rezoning with Preliminary Development Plan Conditions  

1) That the applicant enter into an infrastructure agreement with the City, prior to 
submitting the first final development plan, for development thresholds and 
public project contributions including the necessary sanitary sewer system 
improvements; 

2) That the applicant work with the City to program a direct site connection to 
Hyland-Croy Road to the satisfaction of the City Engineer prior to the approval of 
a final plat that includes the Firenza Place connection to Tartan West; 

3) That the developer update the traffic impact study to the satisfaction of the City 
Engineer prior a City Council hearing of the rezoning, and; 

4) That as part of the development of Section 1, the applicant provide a northbound 
left turn lane on Avery Road into the site and a pedestrian crossing system for 
Avery Road, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer; 

 
Preliminary Plat Conditions 
1) That the applicant ensure that any minor technical adjustments to the plat, are 

made prior to City Council submittal. 
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Facts   

Site Area  Total site: 152.2 acres 
 Frontage: 2,020 feet (Avery Road) 
 The site is comprised of two parcels, with the eastern parcel in Franklin County, 

and Delaware County and the western parcel in Union County. 

Zoning Existing 
East: R-1, Restricted Suburban Residential District (99± acres) 
West: R, Rural District (53± acres) 
 
The R and R-1 Districts permit a density of just over 1 unit per acre (40,000-square-
foot lots and 150 foot lot widths). Uses included agricultural uses, schools and 
parks, and child care. Conditional uses include churches, mobile homes, boarding 
and care of animals, and agricultural accessory uses. 
 
Proposed 
PUD, Planned Unit Development District (Riviera) 

Surrounding 
Zoning and Uses 

North:  Grizzelll Middle 
School and Deer 
Run Elementary 
School zoned R-1. 
Single family and 
multiple family 
sections of Tartan 
West, zoned PUD, 
Planned Unit 
Development 
District. 

East:  Muirfield Village, 
zoned PUD, across 
Avery Road.  

South: Residential 
subdivisions including Celtic Estates (zoned PUD) and Belvedere (zoned PLR, 
Planned Low Density Residential District). Shannon Glen is farther to the 
south (also zoned PUD).  

West:  Large lot single family homes, accessed from Hyland-Croy Road (one home 
shares a property line with the golf course). Dublin Jerome High School is to 
the southwest and is zoned PUD. 

Site Features 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Generally rectangular site with 2,020 feet of frontage on Avery Road. 
 Significant natural features include two tributary streams to the North Fork of the 

Indian Run, which converge at the center of the site flowing south into Shannon 
Glen Park.  

 A wooded area is in the northwest portion of the site with tree rows along the 
western and southern site boundaries. There are many mature trees existing on 
the site most of which were planted over time with the development of the golf 
course. 
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Facts   

Site Features  The western fork of the stream has significant floodway and a Stream Corridor 
Protection Zone (SCPZ) borders the stream. 

 The site was developed as a golf course 40+ years ago with many constructed 
features such as ponds, fairways, greens, cart paths and varying topography. 

 There is a two-story clubhouse and banquet facility with a large parking lot along 
the Avery Road frontage. 

 The site currently has two access points from Avery Road serving the parking lot 
for the clubhouse. 

Site Background March 12, 2015 
The Planning and Zoning Commission tabled, as requested by the applicant, this 
application for review and recommendation to City Council of a rezoning with 
preliminary development plan and a preliminary plat for a 152-acre site to be 
developed with 185 lots and 50% open space. The Commissioners complimented 
the applicant for all the revisions made to the proposal since the last review in 
November 2014. After hearing feedback from the coalition of 9 neighborhoods and 
several other adjacent residents, the Commissioners requested the applicant provide 
additional detail in the architectural requirements section of the proposed 
development text, strengthen the language regarding tree preservation  
 

November 13, 2014 
The Planning and Zoning Commission heard the request for rezoning with 
preliminary development/preliminary plat. Residents attending the meeting voiced 
concerns regarding such issues as traffic impacts, natural feature protection, and 
housing density. The Commission noted those concerns and raised additional 
questions about tree preservation, the applicability of conservation design and 
extent of architectural standards. 
 

March 13, 2014 
The Planning and Commission reviewed a concept plan for this proposal on for 284 
single-family lots with 58 acres of open space. The Commissioners evaluated the 
proposal with respect to compatibility of proposed land use, appropriateness of 
proposed density, compatibility of the proposed development with adjacent parcels, 
and appropriateness of proposed open space size and location.  
 

The Commission determined that the proposal was a compatible land use given 
adjacent uses and existing zoning on the property. The Commission commented 
that the density of the proposal should be reduced to be equal to or less than 
adjacent developments. It was also noted that the plan would benefit from more 
usable open space. The Commission also commented that special consideration 
should be paid to how the site layout works with the adjacent schools specifically 
addressing some of challenges like noise and light.  
 
Members from the public expressed their concerns about the proposal in terms of 
the Community Plan designation of Parks and Open Space, the increase in traffic 
and attendance at nearby schools. Public comments also included suggested 
alternative options such as a land purchase by the City for open space. 
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Facts   

Update  Since the Planning and Zoning Commission review on March 12, 2015, the applicant 
has been working with staff to address the concerns voiced by the Commissions 
members and the public. This report contains updates discussing the most recent 
changes. In summary, the applicant has made the following revisions: 
 

 Provided separate booklets for the development text and the preliminary 
development plan drawings  

 Updated the development text to incorporate many of the conditions  previously 
proposed by Planning and the Planning and Zoning Commission as development 
requirements into the development standards 

 Relocated Lots 135, 136, and 185 to the eastern portion of the development 
 Included images into the development text to demonstrate and illustrate 

architectural requirements 

 Addressed Commission discussions in terms of architectural elements and 
materials such as windows, shingles, driveways, trim materials, and empty 
nester examples  

 Updated the preliminary plat to include open space maintenance responsibilities 
 
Following the November 13, 2014 meeting, in preparation for the March 12, 2015 
Planning and Zoning Commission meeting, the applicant made the following 
changes: 
 

 Reduced the area to be rezoned from 167 acres to 152 acres 
 Reduced the number of lots from 240 to 185  
 Reduced the proposed density from 1.44 to 1.22 units per acre 
 Increased the open space from 63 acres to 76 acres 
 Incorporated Conservation Design Principles into the plan 
 Increased tree preservation, including the preservation of a 72-inch Chestnut 

Oak and a 54-inch Red Oak 

Neighborhood 
Contact 

The applicant has been in contact with residents from Tartan West as well as 
representatives from nine adjacent HOAs. The association of nine subdivisions 
prepared an alternate report and requested the Commission consider that as part of 
the record for the last Commission, which continues to be included with the meeting 
materials. 
 
The City has continued an extensive web presence for this development to address 
inquiries from interested citizens, which included concerns about loss of open space 
and natural features, traffic, impacts on utilities, school capacity and property 
values. The site has been updated with the most recent development proposal. 
 
No other correspondence from the public was received for this meeting.   

Dublin City School 
Contact 
 

The developer and Staff have continued to engage the Dublin City Schools to ensure 
coordination between the development and adjoining schools. This included 
discussion about connection points for walkways and responsibilities for 
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Facts   

Dublin City School 
Contact 

construction. While the previous application proposed a 15-acre land donation to 
Dublin City Schools for the potential reconstruction/relocation of Deer Run 
Elementary, the current proposal excludes this land from the rezoning/PUD. The 
land will remain zoned R, Rural District, as earlier described. The property is 
currently under the ownership of the applicant, who is responsible for ensuring that 
City Codes are met on the property. 

 

Details                                                Rezoning with Preliminary Development Plan 

Process  Rezoning to a Planned Unit Development requires approval of a development text to 
serve as the zoning regulation; the Zoning Code covers all requirements not 
addressed in the development text. A preliminary development plan is also required. 
Extensive engineering analysis is also been conducted for this proposal. All studies, 
reports and plans are posted on the City website for this application. The proposed 
development text establishes a new Planned Unit Development District (Riviera). The 
text creates three subareas and includes development regulations that apply to the 
entire site. 

Plan Overview  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
This is a proposal for a residential development with a maximum of 185 single family 
homes, with sidewalks, a multi-use path system, and an open space network. The 
proposal includes approximately 76 acres of reserve/park space including preserved 
tree stands, paths and ponds for use by the neighborhood and the community.  
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Details                                                Rezoning with Preliminary Development Plan 

Plan Overview Main access is from Avery Road on Riviera Boulevard, which ends at a 1.5-acre 
central open space. Connections are provided through Tantalus Drive and Timble 
Falls Drive south to the Belvedere subdivision, and Firenza Place west to Tartan 
West. A stub street is placed at the west edge of the site to provide for a future 
street connection to Hyland-Croy Road with a later development phase of Riviera.  
 
The Avery Road frontage provides a large setback bordered by internal streets in the 
development. Homes are planned in pods along the north, south and western 
boundary. There is a larger lot area, Subarea A to the south; medium sized lots in 
Subarea B in the northeast and west portions of the site; and smaller, single family 
lots targeted at empty nesters in the northwest as Subarea C.  
 
An approximately 30-acre open space is proposed in the center of the site, including 
the two tributary streams to the North Fork of the Indian Run and the Stream 
Corridor Protection Zone over the western fork. 

Community Plan 
Future Land Use 

The Future Land Use Map in the 
Community Plan designates the area 
as Parks/Open Space. Prior to the 
2007 Community Plan update, the 
1997 Future Land Use Map identified 
the west half of the site as future 
Metro Park and the east half as 
‘Residential – Medium Density’ [1-2 
dwelling units per acre].  
 
Adjacent residential development 
approved during that time provided 

street stubs to the site, including Firenza Place in Tartan West, Timble Falls Drive 
and Tantalus Drive in Belvedere. Through the public review process during the Plan 
update, the property owner requested the current designation and City Council 
approved the Parks/Open Space designation.  
 
The majority of the residential developments around this site are in the Residential 
Medium Density future land use classification. This permits a density of 1-2 units per 
acre. At 1.22 units per acre, this proposal is generally less than surrounding 
densities. 

Community Plan 
Thoroughfare 
Plan  
 
 
 
 
 
 

The Avery Road setback is as provided in the Community Plan for a Rural Character 
roadway, which is characterized by: 

 Application of generous setbacks ranging from 100 to 200 feet; 
 Integration of open views and vistas into adjacent development perhaps greater 

than 200 feet in some areas to increase the sense of openness; 
 Provision of informal landscaping that focuses on native plant species and 

naturalized forms (meadows, wildflowers, grasses, wetland areas etc.); 
 Use of trees, fencerows and woodland plantings to provide additional screening 
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Details                                                Rezoning with Preliminary Development Plan 

Community Plan 
Thoroughfare 
Plan  
 

and sense of enclosure; 

 Preservation of historic farmsteads, barns or outbuildings that emphasize the 
agrarian history of the area; 

 Creation of meandering bike paths and sidewalks that are informally designed as 
to not be entirely visible from the roadway; 

 Design of naturalized ponds with aquatic plants and informal edges; 
 Use of stone walls and split rail fences that are traditionally used in the 

countryside; 

 Integration of “rural” road design that may include berms, swales and/or variable 
medians; and 

 Provision of shared entrances to minimize curbcuts and maintain openness. 
 
Details of how these characteristic may be achieved will be included in the final 
development plan for the first Section of development. The development text 
requires a 100-foot setback along the road and describes that the amenities 
permitted within the setback will enhance the rural character within the area. 

Conservation 
Design  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

At the November 13, 2014 Planning and Zoning Commission meeting, the public and 
many Commissioners discussed the applicability of a Council resolution passed in 
2004 regarding “Conservation Design.” City of Dublin Resolution 27-04 encourages, 
but does not require, certain conservation design criteria for future residential 
developments in all appropriate locations. Based on the feedback from the 
Commission and the public, the applicant has revised the proposal to address the 
applicable Conservation Design Principles as outlined in the resolution, including: 
 

 Preserving large natural areas (stream corridor and centralized open spaces). 
 Striving for 50% open space: 50% (76.1 acres) provided. 
 Striving for 75% of lots adjacent to open space: 90% (166 of 185 lots). 
 Providing large setbacks from scenic roads (Avery Road setback is 100 feet).  
 Creating curvilinear street pattern wherever possible: Required street 

connections somewhat limit the street pattern however the site is designed to 
minimize to the extent possible cut-through traffic to adjacent neighborhoods. 
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Traffic and 
Access 

All proposed streets are public and the names have been approved by the City. The 
main access point, Riviera Boulevard will provide site access from Avery Road and 
ends at Devito Way adjacent to the central park. Devito Way provides north and 
south access to Subareas A and B. Several streets loop through the development to 
provide access to smaller pods of homes.  
 
Street connections to existing stubs in surrounding developments include Firenza 
Place to the northwest, and Timble Falls and Tantalus Drives to the south. A street 
stub (Cacchio Place) is provided at the west edge of the site to allow for a future 
connection to Hyland-Croy Road. Planning requests the applicant include with the 
final development plan that a sign be posted at the stub street indicating the future 
planned connection for this section. 
 
Planning and Engineering will require the connection to Hyland Croy Road be made 
prior to the approval of a final plat that includes the connection of Firenza Place in 
Tartan West.  

Traffic Impact 
Study 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The applicant submitted a 
Traffic Impact Study (TIS) as 
required for a rezoning 
application with the original 
application submission. That 
study assumed a much higher 
number of lots. At this point, 
the TIS was not required to 
be updated with the reduced 
number of lots to 185 due a 
lesser traffic impact with less 
density. However, the traffic 
impact study must be 
accepted by the City Engineer 
prior to the City Council 
hearing of the rezoning. 
 
The TIS identified the need 
for the developer to construct 
a northbound left turn lane 
along Avery Road into the 
proposed site and install an 
enhanced pedestrian crossing 
system for Avery Road, to the 
satisfaction of the City 
Engineer. These are still 
required and accounted for in the development text. 
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Traffic Impact 
Study 

Off-site transportation impacts will be addressed through a separate infrastructure 
agreement with the City. The applicant will contribute financially to off-site 
improvements based on the percent site traffic contributions listed in the TIS and 
adjusted based on the final number of lots permitted for the development. Locations 
included in the agreement include the Avery Road and Brand Road intersection, the 
Hyland-Croy Road and Post Road intersection, the Jerome Road and McKitrick Road 
intersection, the Hyland-Croy Road and McKitrick Road intersection, and the Hyland-
Croy Road and Brand Road intersection. 
 
As noted in the TIS, distribution of trips across the roadway network improves the 
safety and efficiency of the transportation system. About 40% of the site traffic is 
distributed to and from the west. Connectivity for vehicles, bikes, pedestrians, 
deliveries and services will all be improved with the connections to the planned 
access to surrounding streets and a future route to Hyland-Croy Road. Once all 
connections are in place the surrounding neighborhoods are likely to see less cut-
through traffic. Other adjacent streets and intersections also carry fewer site trips 
with the Hyland-Croy Road connection. The conditional requirement of a connection 
to Hyland-Croy Road will require additional land acquisition.  

Development 
Details 
Use 

This is a single family residential development with 185 lots and 76 acres of open 
space in 13 Reserves.  

Development 
Details 
Density 
Compatibility 

The 185 lots on 152.2 acres results in a density of 1.22 units to the acre. The 
surrounding Shannon Glen, Belvedere and Tartan West developments range in 
density from 1.5 to 1.98 units per acre. The applicant has included a detailed map 
showing surrounding densities for various areas. The map shows the density of the 
adjacent Muirfield area as 1.41 units per acre. This number is slightly higher than a 
previous assessment by Planning that showed 1.27 units per acre. The applicant’s 
density calculation appropriately excluded commercial/non-residential areas from the 
density area.  

Development 
Details 
Minimum Lot 
Requirements 

Minimum Lot 
Requirements 

Subarea 

A B C 

Area (sq. ft.) 13,000 9,750 7,200 

Width (ft.) 100 75 60 

Depth (ft.) 125 125 120 

Front Yard 
(ft.) 

25 
25 / 

20 on Cacchio Ln 
20 

Rear Yard (ft.) 25 25 15 

Side Yard (ft.) 8 6 5 

Lot Coverage 
(%) 

45 (Code) 45 (Code) 70 
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Subarea A Subarea A is in the southeast portion of the site and includes the Riviera Boulevard 
entry off Avery Road as well as the lots adjacent to the Belvedere subdivision. The 
proposed 40 lots are served by Devito Way, Albanese Circle and Tantalus Drive. This 
Subarea includes the largest lots proposed for Riviera. 
 
Subarea A Reserves: 

 Reserve A - 2.4 acres along Avery Road; 
 Reserve B - 0.1-acre boulevard island in Riviera Boulevard; and  
 Reserve C - 5 acres interior to Lots 1 through 17.  

 
The layout of this Subarea includes lots 6 lots adjacent to lots in Belvedere in the 
southeast portion of the site, which are slightly larger than those in Belvedere.  
 
Passive open space is placed to the rear of Lots 1 through 17 with access provided 
through Albanese Circle in one location, which was revised since the last meeting to 
address tree preservation concerns from the Commission. 

Subarea B  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Subarea B has 116 lots are in the northeast, central, and western portions of the 
site. The northern portion of Subarea B provides a path connection to Grizzelll Middle 
School. Access to the northeast and central portions of the site includes: 
 

 Timble Falls Drive, the principal east-west street which extends south in the 
western portion of the site to connect to the existing street stub in Belvedere. 
The street name spelling has been updated on all plans.  

 DiCesare Loop connects north off Timble Falls Drive and provides primary 
access to all lots in the northeast. 

 Gatto Lane creates another street connection. 
 Two culs-de-sac are proposed in the southwest portion of the site, Corna 

Court is to the west and provides access to 20 lots, Oddi Place is to the east 
and seven lots will have access from this cul-de-sac.  

 
Cacchio Place is proposed as the eventual connector to Hyland-Croy Road, as noted 
above. As recommended by Planning, the applicant has removed and relocated Lots 
185, 135 and 136 (as numbered on the previous plan) to avoid creating isolated lots 
and create additional open space in Reserve L. Two lots were relocated to Section 2 
adjacent to Lot 68 and 42 and one lot was relocated to Section 1 adjacent to Lot 39. 
All lots have been renumbered accordingly.  
 
Subarea B Reserves: 

 Reserve D – 1.5 acres, a central green at the intersection with Riviera 
Boulevard; 

 Reserve E – 2.1 acres along Avery Road;  
 Reserve F – 4 acres interior to Lots 63 through 83; 
 Reserve G – 0.1-acre, open space connection to Grizzelll Middle school;  
 Reserve H – 3.0 acres behind Lots 53 through 62, north of Timble Falls Drive; 

 Reserve K – 30.1 acres in the center of the site; 
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Details                                                Rezoning with Preliminary Development Plan 

Subarea B  Reserve L – 5.8 acres in the northwest portion of the site); and 
 Reserve M – 15 acres in the western portion of the site) 

 
Engineering was previously concerned that the proposed layout of Timble Falls Drive 
between Lots 140 and 165 may be difficult to maneuver and the applicant has 
straightened this portion of the street. Engineering will continue to work with the 
applicant to finalize some minor adjustments to the roadway alignment as part of 
the final development plan and final plat. 
 

Subarea C Subarea C is in the northwest portion of the site with 29 lots the applicant intends to 
target for empty-nesters. These 7,200 square foot lots are permitted 70% lot 
coverage similar to those of other recent developments for smaller, more intensely 
developed lots. The smaller lots reduce the maintenance responsibilities, which is 
normally a desired feature for this living style. The applicant has indicated that the 
housing product for this Subarea is likely predominantly a ranch-type home with a 
first floor master bedroom. However, the development text does not limit the story 
height to allow buyers’ flexibility and additional rooms as desired. 
Subarea C Reserve: 
J – 5.9 acres includes a portion of the Stream Corridor Protection Zone. 

Development 
Details 
Open Space 
Character  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Avery Road Frontage 
The open space along Avery Road is 100 feet deep and arranged so that no homes 
back up to Avery Road. This is consistent with the Community Plan element 
described earlier for a Rural Roadway. The applicant has updated the development 
text to development to require garage placement away from the Avery Road 
frontage.  
 
Vistas 
The larger expanses of open space are concentrated in the center of the site, 
including water features, the streams and major tree stands. Wide, open space 
vistas through this area are an important amenity for this project.  
 
Connections 
There are other open space connections made to other surrounding active and 
passive recreation areas, and trail connections are provided at various points around 
the site. Some concern was expressed about the utility of some open space areas, 
such as parts of Reserves I and J. These are necessary to accommodate the 
pathway system, part of which is the former cart path used by the golf course.  
Some areas have been set aside as open space with connections to the adjacent 
streets. The final development plan will include additional details regarding the 
design of these connections, particularly when they are between home sites. 
 
A path connection to Grizzelll Middle School is provided and the development text 
indicates that the developer will coordinate with the Dublin City Schools for the 
location and construction of the connection into the school properties. The applicant 
has also revised the text to indicate a willingness to provide a connection to Jerome 
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Development 
Details 
Open Space 
Character 

High School property if so desired. The developer is responsible for the construction 
of these connections and paths through the schools’ properties. 
 
A path previously provided through the property to the west of the site has been 
relocated to ensure that all connections remain with the rezoned area. 
 
Open Space Use 
Large areas have been set aside for potential active use, while allowing extensive 
passive areas. These areas are intended to be reactive to the needs of the residents, 
as is the City’s practice. Other amenities may be added by the City if desired by 
residents.  
 
Reserves 
The development text includes development details for each Reserve, which can be 
administratively approved to allow for resident input after homes are built.  

Stream Corridor 
Protection Zone 

The site includes a Stream Corridor Protection Zone (SCPZ) over the streams. This 
Zone is intended to preserve the flood water capacity of existing drainage ways, limit 
stream erosion and preserve riparian habitats. The width of the Zone is determined 
by the contributing drainage area upstream of the segment.  
 
The applicant has submitted a study from the engineering firm EMH&T that models 
this zone using HEC-RAS software. The SCPZ regulations prohibit activities such as 
disturbance of natural vegetation, buildings, and stormwater management facilities. 
The applicant has included the zone, as required within the development plans, and 
shown it on the preliminary plat. Consideration was made to locate lots outside of 
the boundary of the SCPZ. The final plat will delineate these zones further and 
include the required regulations.  
 
As the boundaries of these areas are not always clear to the adjacent property 
owners, some method either physically delineating these areas, and/or ensuring the 
property owners are aware of the presence of the SCPZ and its restrictions should be 
considered and the development text has been revised to indicate the applicant and 
staff will coordinate these details at the final development plan stage.  

Tree Preservation 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The applicant has provided a preliminary tree survey indicating size and health of 
existing trees. Detailed removal information is required with the final development 
plan. Given the open nature of the site and the number of trees planted as part of 
the development of the golf course, as well as the requirement of pushing 
development areas away from the streams, significant replacements will be 
necessary. The City’s tree replacement requirements dictate that trees larger than 6 
inches in diameter in fair and good condition be replaced inch-for-inch on-site. The 
text allows for a 30% replacement with evergreens to allow for some more effective 
perimeter buffering.  
 
The current proposal more effectively preserves significant trees. The applicant has 
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Tree Preservation made efforts to identify those trees that existed prior to the development of the golf 
course (around the stream and the two large oak trees). Aerial photography from 
1959, 1979 and 1989 show the progression of development of the golf course and 
the trees planted as part of the course. 
 
To ensure tree protection during construction, the development text includes 
requirements for metal or wood fencing around landmark trees and City inspections 
and approval of tree protection fencing prior to issuance of construction permits. In 
addition, the development text has been revised to indicate more detailed tree 
protection measures with the final development plan, which is an appropriate time, 
as more details regarding utilities and grading as well as tree conditions will be 
available.  

Architecture and 
Building Materials 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Architectural standards make up the most significant update to the development 
text. The applicant has detailed permitted home styles and provided local examples 
of these styles, which include Classical, European Country, American Period Revival, 
Midwestern Vernacular, and Colonial Revival. The applicant has provided character 
examples as potential products for the empty-nester area, which will likely be a 
themed subarea and as such require architectural approval by the Planning and 
Zoning Commission.  
 
The text further requires four-sided architecture with a similar or higher quality 
character of architectural character as surrounding neighborhoods. Permitted 
exterior building materials are brick, stone, manufactured stone, wood, stucco and 
fiber-cement siding. Natural and earth-tone colors are required. Prominent facades 
(facing larger open spaces) require additional detailing. Material transitions are 
required to have a 16-inch minimum return.  
 
Permitted trim materials are wood, aluminum, PVC, urethane foam, EIFS copper, or 
fiber-cement products. The text requires chimneys to be clad in brick, stone, and/or 
manufactured stone, and prohibits cantilevered/”through the wall” chimneys.  
 
Roofing materials are required to be natural 30-year dimensional asphalt shingles, 
wood, slate, concrete or tile, with natural earth tones and/or neutral colors (including 
black). Other roof requirements are provided to allow for additional detailing. 
 
Other standards are provided for design details, such as dormers, 
gutters/downspouts, windows, shutters, and porches.  
 
In addition, the homes will be required to meet the other Appearance Standards of 
the Zoning Code not addressed by the development text. 
 
Side-loaded garages are encouraged and the text requires a 30-inch tall hedge in 
front of parking areas for auto-court-type garages. The text should be clarified as to 
where this hedge is required and ensure it does not inhibit sight triangles at 
intersections. Garage doors are required to be decorative, side-loaded garages are 
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Architecture and 
Building Materials 

encouraged and garage placement for lots with Avery Road frontage has been 
addressed.  
 
The text addressed architectural diversity requirements and requires the master 
developer to approve individual elevations. An architectural review committee is also 
required and must approve individual elevations. The development text has been 
updated to require the applicant to provide membership details with the final 
development plan. 

Utilities & 
Stormwater 
Management  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A 12-inch water line is on the east side of Avery Road. This will be the main 
connection point for this development to obtain public water service. Looping of the 
water line system will be accomplished along any new streets as well as connecting 
to the existing 8-inch water lines in adjacent subdivisions. These connections will 
provide adequate public water service for development of this property without 
adverse effects to existing users. 
 
The North Fork Indian Run sanitary trunk sewer is along the southern and western 
boundaries of this property. This 18-inch sewer line was installed to provide service 
to land to the northwest of this site as part of the development of Tartan West. 
When the extension was made in 2003, an analysis was performed that indicated 
capacity issues downstream in the trunk sewer with full build-out considered for the 
land in northwest Dublin. This analysis assumed that the Riviera property would 
remain as a golf course. With the proposed change in use of this property from golf 
course to single family housing, the impact of this change on the City’s trunk sewer 
was separately studied.  
 
Knowing that there is a system deficiency, the applicant modeled the proposed 
development impact on system deficiency and proposed improvements. The 
applicant will partner with the City via the infrastructure agreement to ensure the 
necessary sewers to mitigate the impacts of development on the sanitary sewer 
system are in place and the development text has been updated to reflect this 
requirement.  
 
The development will be required to follow Chapter 53, the Stormwater Regulations. 
The existing ponds on the property could be used for this if enough investigation is 
done and the correct modifications are implemented to demonstrate compliance. 
 
The tributary for the North Fork of Indian Run provides ample outlet opportunities 
for managing the stormwater on this property. The latest FEMA maps show that this 
tributary has a 100-year floodplain bisecting the site. Adherence to the requirements 
of Chapter 151 is required for this area. At the northern side of the site, an area that 
is outside of the FEMA designated floodplain, along one of the streams, will need to 
follow the Stream Corridor Protection Zone regulations in Chapter 53. Existing 
developments in this area have been arranged so that any new lots are not being 
created in the designated floodplains. This minimizes the need for flood insurance 
requirements for future residents. 
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Utilities & 
Stormwater 
Management 

Currently, this development proposes portions of lots in existing FEMA designated 
100-year floodplain (Zone A). A Letter of Map Amendment (LOMA), accompanied by 
a detailed engineering study will be required to be submitted and approved by FEMA 
with the final development plan details for these lots the development text has been 
updated to reflect this requirement.  

 

Analysis                                          Rezoning with Preliminary Development Plan 

Process Section 153.050 of the Zoning Code identifies criteria for the review and approval 
for a rezoning/preliminary development plan (full text of criteria attached). 
Following is an analysis by Planning based on those criteria. 

1) Consistency 
with Dublin 
Zoning Code  

 

Criterion met: This proposal is consistent with the purpose, intent and applicable 
development standards of the Zoning Code requirements except as altered in the 
proposed development text. The proposed size of the lots and development 
standards associated with each Subarea are similar to recently approved 
developments.  

2) Conformance 
with adopted 
Plans  

Criterion met: As previously discussed, the Community Plan shows the site as 
Parks/Open Space as the owner at that time of the 2007 Community Plan Update 
requested that no development be shown. As a proposed development site, a more 
appropriate land use classification needs to be considered. As with the past reviews 
of similar rezonings, the applicant was asked to provide an appropriate density 
taking into account surrounding development. The majority of the residential 
developments around this site are in the Residential Medium Density future land use 
classification. This permits a density of 1-2 units per acre. At 1.2 units per acre, this 
proposal is at the low end of this classification’s density range and is consistent 
with, and generally lower than, the density of adjacent developments.  

3) Advancement 
of general 
welfare and 
orderly 
development  

 

Criterion met: This proposal is compatible with the surrounding neighborhoods 
and will not impede the normal and orderly development and improvement of the 
surrounding areas.  
 
The proposal preserves the streams and their associated protection corridors on this 
site, and the proposed layout creates an attractive public realm by providing ample 
and usable open space and preserving trees within these open spaces.  
 
The streets and paths and the connections proposed contribute to walkability and 
continue the distinct high quality development character as evident in surrounding 
developments. The Avery Road setback will be enhanced with park amenities and 
landscaping that continues the rural character of the road. Street connections to 
surrounding stub streets will provide for additional ways for people to travel to 
destinations in the community. It will be increasingly important at the site develops 
to provide a direct connection to Hyland-Croy Road as previously discussed. 
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4) Effects on 
adjacent uses  

 
 

Criterion met: The development is appropriately located within the city and is 
compatible with existing development. Homes are required to be of similar of higher 
quality as surrounding areas and the applicant has included larger lots with larger 
setbacks adjacent to existing homes. The development text has been updated with 
a significant architectural requirements section that will ensure a high quality 
development.  
 
The applicant has updated the development text to include language highlighting 
that Riviera is proposed near a very active high school and middle school with year 
round activities and that homeowners will likely be affected by the noise and light 
that typically accompany these activities.  

5) Adequacy of 
open space for 
residential 
development 

Criterion met: The site provides an appropriate mix of passive and active open 
spaces. The relocation of Lots 135, 136 and 185 in Subarea B has created more 
open vistas. At the final development plan stage, the applicant will have to provide 
details regarding the open space treatment of areas with paths between residential 
lots.  

6) Protection of 
natural 
features and 
resources 

 
 

Criterion met: The development text requires tree replacement per Code. The lots 
and proposed infrastructure are laid out to preserve tree stands, streams, floodplain 
and natural vegetation to the greatest extent possible. Many existing ponds will be 
retained and enhanced to function as stormwater management ponds to reduce the 
need to further disturb the site.  
  
As the boundaries of the SCPZ areas are not always clear to the adjacent property 
owners, the applicant has revised the text to indicate the developer will work with 
Planning to determine a method of either physically delineating these areas, and/or 
ensuring the property owners are aware of the presence of the SCPZ and its 
restrictions. 
 
The development plan proposes lots in existing FEMA designated 100-year 
floodplain (Zone A). A Letter of Map Amendment (LOMA), accompanied by a 
detailed engineering study will be required to be submitted and approved by FEMA 
with the final development plan details for these lots and the development text has 
been updated to indicate this requirement. 

7) Adequate 
infrastructure  

 
Condition 1 

Criterion met with Condition: The proposal includes adequate and necessary 
utilities, roads, drainage, and retention facilities to serve the proposed development 
and not adversely affect the functionality or provision of utilities outside of the site. 
The applicant will be required to enter into an infrastructure agreement with the 
City to mitigate off-site traffic impacts and address the required sewer upgrade and 
the development text has been updated to require this. 
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8) Traffic and 
pedestrian 
safety 

 
Conditions 2-4  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Criterion met with Conditions: Street connections to surrounding stub streets 
will provide for additional ways for people to travel throughout the community. It 
will be increasingly important as the site develops to provide a direct connection to 
Hyland-Croy Road to distribute traffic more evenly throughout the area. The 
additional access points and street connections are designed to minimize traffic 
congestion on the surrounding public streets and to maximize public safety. The 
applicant will need to work with the City to provide a direct site connection to 
Hyland-Croy Road and necessary improvements to the satisfaction of the City 
Engineer to be completed before the plat can be approved that includes the Firenza 
Place connection (Section 3-2).  
 
The proposed street and path system will accommodate adequate pedestrian and 
bike circulation so that the proposed development provides for a safe, convenient 
and non-conflicting circulation system for motorists, bicyclists and pedestrians.  
 
As outlined in the development text and/or TIS, the applicant will be required to 
enter an infrastructure agreement with the City to help to mitigate off-site traffic 
impacts, and ensure the installation of a turn lane and pedestrian crossing on Avery 
Road. 
 
The traffic impact study must be updated to the satisfaction of the City Engineer 
prior to a City Council hearing of the rezoning to address the lower number of lots. 

9) Coordination & 
integration of 
building & site 
relationships  

 

Criterion met: The proposed development coordinates the relationship of 
proposed lots and the sensitive areas of the site. A majority of the lots has open 
space adjacency and all open space areas include access points to avoid 
exclusiveness to the lots adjacent.  
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10) Development 
layout and 
intensity 

Criterion met: This proposal meets the criterion for ensuring that the plan is 
overall acceptable and will not hinder the orderly development of land within the 
city. The density, use, setbacks, open space and public infrastructure have a 
bearing on this proposal being acceptable as a high quality development within 
Dublin.  
 
The proposed layout includes streets in accordance with City standards including 
bikepaths and sidewalks as well as adequately sized tree lawns. Street connectivity 
as discussed in the Community Plan is provided within the development and to 
surrounding neighborhoods and with the inclusion of the street connections and the 
Hyland-Croy Road access. 
 
The proposed streets and paths within the development and the connections 
proposed contribute to walkability and continue the distinct, high quality 
development character evident in surrounding developments. The applicant is 
proposing shared paths throughout the development and has committed to 
ensuring that existing cart paths intended to remain on site will be tested and 
upgraded if necessary to ensure compliance with City standards. Pedestrian 
connections will also be provided to adjacent Grizzelll Middle School and to Jerome 
High School if desire by the Schools and the applicant has worked with the Dublin 
City Schools to provide for off-site connections. 

11) Stormwater 
management 

Criterion met: Adequate provision is made for stormwater management, storm 
drainage within and through the site to maintain usual and normal swales, water 
courses and drainage areas. 
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12) Community 
benefit  

Criterion met: The proposal will provide additional housing options and as stated 
above, the design and site arrangement of a majority of the proposal is consistent 
with the intent of the Planned Development District regulations. 
 
The inclusion of smaller single family lots intended to target empty nesters provides 
an additional housing option that can encourage multi-generational living within 
Riviera.  
 
The proposal preserves many of the natural features on this site, and the proposed 
layout creates an attractive public realm by providing ample open space. The Avery 
Road setback will be enhanced with amenities and landscaping that continues the 
rural character of the road.  
 
Street connections to surrounding stub streets will provide for additional ways for 
people to travel throughout the community. Connections for vehicles, bikes, 
pedestrians, deliveries and services will all be improved with a direct route to 
Hyland-Croy Road. The surrounding neighborhoods are likely to see less cut-
through traffic by providing this connection. 
 
As with any new residential development, additional students will be part of this 
project. At 185 units the count would likely be somewhat proportionately less than 
the previous 284 lot plan. Based on that plan, the Dublin City Schools’ calculation 
for students showed the following. If reduced proportionately, the lower number of 
students is also shown. (The effect of the empty nester homes was not taken into 
account in either calculation; they were included in the same manner as the other 
homes to yield the most conservative number.) 
 

School Aged Children Previous Plan Current Plan 

Elementary School 145 94 

Middle School  102 66 

High School  105 68 

Totals 352 228 

 
These counts would be absorbed over the build-out period of the development 
(typically 3-5 years) as students move from one school level to the next. The Dublin 
City Schools has stated that they will continue to serve this student population. 

13) Design and 
appearance 
 

Criterion met: The proposed architectural requirements meet or exceed the 
quality of the building designs in the surrounding area and all applicable appearance 
standards of the City. The requirements include high quality materials, four-sided 
architecture and architectural diversity. Additional architectural details have been 
provided as requested by the Commission. 

14) Development 
phasing 

Criterion met: The development plan includes a phasing plan that shows build-out 
over five phases. As outlined in the proposed conditions, certain infrastructure 
improvements are tied to these phases.  
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15) Adequacy of 
public services 
 

Criterion met: There are adequate services for the proposed development existing 
and/or planned. Necessary public improvements will not impair the existing public 
service system for the area. The applicant will partner with the City on the 
infrastructure agreement to construct the necessary sewers to mitigate the impacts 
of development on the sanitary sewer system. 

16) Infrastructure 
contributions  
 
Condition 1 

Criterion met with Condition: The applicant will be entering an infrastructure 
agreement with the City to mitigate off-site traffic impacts and address the required 
sewer upgrade.  

 

Recommendation                              Rezoning with Preliminary Development Plan 

Approval In Planning’s analysis, this proposal complies with the rezoning/preliminary 
development plan criteria and the existing development standards within the area. 
Approval with four conditions is recommended. 

Conditions 1) That the applicant enter into an infrastructure agreement with the City, prior to 
submitting the first final development plan, for development thresholds and 
public project contributions including the necessary sanitary sewer system 
improvements; 

2) That the applicant work with the City to program a direct site connection to 
Hyland-Croy Road to the satisfaction of the City Engineer prior to the approval 
of a final plat that includes the Firenza Place connection to Tartan West; 

3) That the developer update the traffic impact study to the satisfaction of the 
City Engineer prior a City Council hearing of the rezoning; and 

4) That as part of the development of Section 1, the applicant provide a 
northbound left turn lane on Avery Road into the site and a pedestrian crossing 
system for Avery Road, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer.  
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Details                                                                                       Preliminary Plat 

Plat Overview 
 

The proposed preliminary plat subdivides 152.2 acres of land into 185 single-family 
lots and 13 reserves of open space. All streets within the preliminary plat are public 
and are a typical residential section with 50-foot rights-of-way. Bikepaths or 
sidewalks are included on each side of the street. Rights-of-way included in the plat 
are for: 
 

 Albanese Circle 
 Cacchio Place 
 Corna Court 
 DeVito Way 
 Dicesare Loop 
 Firenza Place 

 Oddi Place 
 Riviera Boulevard 
 Tantalus Drive 
 Timble Falls Drive 

 
The preliminary plat shows existing conditions, proposed development sections and 
includes setback requirements, lot depths and widths as well as the appropriate 
development standards. The plat includes the open space acreages but needs to 
show ownership and maintenance responsibilities.  

 

Analysis                                                                               Preliminary Plat 

Process The Subdivision Regulations identify criteria for the review and approval for a plat. 
Following is an analysis by Planning based on those criteria. 

1) Plat 
Information 
and 
Construction 
Requirements 

 
Condition 1  

Criteria met with Condition: The applicant has included all necessary information 
and construction requirements appropriately on the preliminary plat. The applicant 
should ensure that any minor technical adjustments to the plat are made prior to 
City Council submittal. 

2) Street, 
Sidewalk, and 
Bike path 
Standards  

Criteria met: The plat includes a street section for the streets. Sidewalks and 
bikepaths are provided throughout the development.  

3) Utilities 
 

Criteria met: The plat makes appropriate provisions for utilities and the location of 
future utilities.  



City of Dublin | Planning and Zoning Commission 
Case 14-068Z/PDP/PP | Riviera  

Thursday, April 9, 2015| Page 24 of 26 

 

Analysis                                                                               Preliminary Plat 

4) Open Space 
Requirements 

 
 

Criteria met: The Subdivision Regulations require the dedication of 13.22 acres of 
open space based on the size of the site and the maximum number of units 
proposed. The plat includes reserves labeled A through M, which range from small 
open spaces in boulevard and landscape islands to large, expansive open space in 
the center of the site. The total open space amount provided is 76 acres, all of which 
will be dedicated to the City. The provided open space exceeds Subdivision 
Regulation requirements by 62 acres.  

 

Recommendation                                                                                         Preliminary Plat 

Approval This proposal complies with the preliminary plat criteria and a recommendation to 
City Council for approval of this request is recommended with one condition. 

Condition 1) That the applicant ensure that any minor technical adjustments to the plat, 
are made prior to City Council submittal. 
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REZONING/PRELIMINARY DEVELOPMENT PLAN CRITERIA 
 
The purpose of the PUD process is to encourage imaginative architectural design and proper 
site planning in a coordinated and comprehensive manner, consistent with accepted land 
planning, landscape architecture, and engineering principles. The PUD process can consist of up 
to three basic stages: 

1) Concept Plan (Staff, Commission, and/or City Council review and comment); 
2) Zoning Amendment Request (Preliminary Development Plan; Commission 

recommends and City Council approves/denies); and 
3) Final Development Plan (Commission approves/denies). 

 
The general intent of the preliminary development plan (rezoning) stage is to determine the 
general layout and specific zoning standards that will guide development. The Planning and 
Zoning Commission must review and make a recommendation on this preliminary development 
plan (rezoning) request. The application will then be forwarded to City Council for a first 
reading/introduction and a second reading/public hearing for a final vote. A two-thirds vote of 
City Council is required to override a negative recommendation by the Commission. If approved, 
the rezoning will become effective 30 days following the Council vote. Additionally, all portions 
of the development will require final development plan approval by the Commission prior to 
construction.  
 
Review Criteria 
Section 153.050 of the Zoning Code identifies criteria for the review and approval for a 
Rezoning/Preliminary Development Plan. In accordance with Section 153.055(A) Plan Approval 
Criteria, Code sets out the following criteria of approval for a preliminary development plan 
(rezoning):  
 
1) The proposed development is consistent with the purpose, intent and applicable 

standards of the Dublin Zoning Code; 
2) The proposed development is in conformity with the Community Plan, Thoroughfare 

Plan, Bikeway Plan and other adopted plans or portions thereof as they may apply and 
will not unreasonably burden the existing street network; 

3) The proposed development advances the general welfare of the City and immediate 
vicinity and will not impede the normal and orderly development and improvement of 
the surrounding areas; 

4) The proposed uses are appropriately located in the City so that the use and value of 
property within and adjacent to the area will be safeguarded; 

5) Proposed residential development will have sufficient open space areas that meet the 
objectives of the Community Plan; 

6) The proposed development respects the unique characteristic of the natural features 
and protects the natural resources of the site; 

7) Adequate utilities, access roads, drainage, retention and/or necessary facilities have 
been or are being provided;  

8) Adequate measures have been or will be taken to provide ingress and egress designed 
to minimize traffic congestion on the surrounding public streets and to maximize public 
safety and to accommodate adequate pedestrian and bike circulation systems so that 
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the proposed development provides for a safe, convenient and non-conflicting 
circulation system for motorists, bicyclists and pedestrians; 

9) The relationship of buildings and structures to each other and to such other facilities 
provides for the coordination and integration of this development within the PD and the 
larger community and maintains the image of Dublin as a quality community; 

10) The density, building gross floor area, building heights, setbacks, distances between 
buildings and structures, yard space, design and layout of open space systems and 
parking areas, traffic accessibility and other elements having a bearing on the overall 
acceptability of the development plan’s contribution to the orderly development of land 
within the City; 

11) Adequate provision is made for storm drainage within and through the site so as to 
maintain, as far as practicable, usual and normal swales, water courses and drainage 
areas; 

12) The design, site arrangement, and anticipated benefits of the proposed development 
justify any deviation from the standard development regulations included in the Dublin 
Zoning Code or Subdivision Regulation, and that any such deviations are consistent with 
the intent of the Planned Development District regulations; 

13) The proposed building design meets or exceeds the quality of the building designs in the 
surrounding area and all applicable appearance standards of the City; 

14) The proposed phasing of development is appropriate for the existing and proposed 
infrastructure and is sufficiently coordinated among the various phases to ultimately 
yield the intended overall development; 

15) The proposed development can be adequately serviced by existing or planned public 
improvements and not impair the existing public service system for the area; and 

16) The applicant’s contributions to the public infrastructure are consistent with the 
Thoroughfare Plan and are sufficient to service the new development. 

 
 PRELIMINARY PLAT CRITERIA  
 
If approved, the preliminary plat will be reviewed at a later date by City Council. If the 
Commission disapproves the preliminary plat, it must state its reasons for doing so. Approval of 
the preliminary plat is effective for 24 months and authorizes the developer to proceed with 
construction after meeting all Engineering requirements. The Commission and City Council will 
later review the final plat for each phase, generally after infrastructure is complete, to ensure 
that it conforms to the preliminary plat. 
 
Review Criteria 
In accordance with Chapter 152, the Code sets out the following requirements as part of the 
platting requirements for the subdivision of land: 
1) The proposed plat provides the minimum plat contents required by Sections 152.018(B) and 

152.018(C); 
2) The proposed plat will comply with all applicable subdivision improvement procedures as 

defined by Sections 152.035 through 152.053; 
3) The proposed plat will provide required improvements as specified by Sections 152.065 

through 152.072. 
 

 



 

 

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 
 

RECORD OF ACTION 
 

MARCH 26, 2015 
 

 
The Planning and Zoning Commission took the following action at this meeting: 

 

4. Riviera               8025 Avery Road 
 14-068Z/PDP/PP       Rezoning/Preliminary Development Plan 

                   Preliminary Plat 
 

Proposal: A rezoning of approximately 152.34 acres from R, Rural District and R-1, 
Restricted Suburban Residential District to PUD, Planned Unit 

Development District for the potential development of the site with up to 

185 single-family lots and approximately 76 acres of open space. The 
site is on the west side of Avery Road, north of the intersection with 

Memorial Drive. 
Request: Review and recommendation of approval to City Council of a 

Rezoning/Preliminary Development Plan application for a Planned Unit 

Development District under the provisions of Zoning Code Section 
153.050. This is also a request for review and recommendation of 

approval to City Council for a Preliminary Plat under the provisions of the 
Subdivision Regulations. 

Applicant: Charles J. Ruma, Davidson Phillips, Inc. 

Planning Contact: Claudia D. Husak, AICP, Planner II.  
Contact Information: (614) 410-4675, chusak@dublin.oh.us 

 
 

MOTION: Ms. Newell moved, Mr. Zimmerman seconded, to Table this application. 
 

VOTE: 6 – 0. 

 
RESULT:   The application was Tabled. 

 
RECORDED VOTES: 

Victoria Newell  Yes 

Amy Salay  Absent 
Chris Brown  Yes 

Cathy De Rosa  Yes 
Bob Miller  Yes 

Deborah Mitchell Yes 
Todd Zimmerman Yes 

 

 
 

STAFF CERTIFICATION 
 

 

_____________________________ 
Claudia D. Husak, AICP, Planner II 

 

Land Use and Long 
Range Planning 
5800 Shier Rings Road 
Dublin, Ohio 43016-1236 

 

phone 614.410.4600 

fax  614.410.4747 
www.dublinohiousa.gov 
____________________ 

 



PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 
 

MEETING MINUTES 
 

MARCH 26, 2015 
 
 
AGENDA 
 

1.  Stansbury             10799 Drake Road 
 14-009FDP/FP       Minor Text Modification (Approved 6 – 0) 

          Final Development Plan (Approved 6 – 0) 
            Final Plat (Approved 6 – 0) 

 

2. Dominion Homes Planned Unit Development – Pulte Sign      
               4900 Tuttle Crossing Boulevard 

 15-009AFDP        Minor Text Modification (Approved 6 – 0) 
               Amended Final Development Plan (Approved 6 – 0) 

 

3. Riverside PCD North, Subarea A3 - The Centre at Perimeter - Hand and Stone 
           6510-6570 Perimeter Drive 

 15-016AFDP/CU       Minor Text Modification (Approved 6 – 0) 
               Amended Final Development Plan (Approved 6 – 0) 

            Conditional Use (Approved 6 – 0) 
 

4. Riviera                8025 Avery Road 

 14-068Z/PDP/PP     Rezoning/Preliminary Development Plan (Tabled 6 – 0) 
                Preliminary Plat (Tabled 6 – 0) 

 
 

The Chair, Victoria Newell, called the meeting to order at 6:31 p.m. and led the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Other Commission members present were: Todd Zimmerman, Robert Miller, Deborah Mitchell, 
Christopher Brown; and Cathy De Rosa. Amy Salay was absent. City representatives present were: 

Jennifer Readler, Philip Hartmann, Steve Langworthy, Alan Perkins, Gary Gunderman, Claudia Husak, 
Joanne Shelly, Tina Wawszkiewicz, Aaron Stanford, Marie Downie, and Laurie Wright. 

 

Administrative Business 
 

Motion and Vote 
Ms. Newell moved, Mr. Zimmerman seconded, to accept the documents into the record. The vote was as 

follows: Chris Brown, yes; Ms. De Rosa, yes; Mr. Miller, yes; Ms. Mitchell, yes; Mr. Zimmerman, yes; and 
Ms. Newell, yes. (Approved 6 - 0) 

 

The Chair said there were three cases eligible for the consent agenda this evening: Stansbury, Dominion 
Homes, and Hand & Stone. She briefly explained the rules and procedures of the Planning and Zoning 

Commission.  
 

The Chair said Ms. Salay was not able to attend this evening but prepared a letter she had sent out to 

her fellow Commission members and read her concerns in the letter: 
 

 

Land Use and Long 
Range Planning 
5800 Shier Rings Road 
Dublin, Ohio 43016-1236 

 

phone 614.410.4600 

fax  614.410.4747 
www.dublinohiousa.gov 
____________________ 
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I apologize, as I will be at a City Council Annual Retreat tomorrow evening and thus not in attendance of 
the Planning and Zoning Commission meeting. She has a few comments she would like to share about 
three of the cases.  
 
Stansbury 
I know that Muirfield Assn. will have “jurisdiction” over the appearance of the homes. However, I am 
curious what the requirements are in Muirfield with regard to exterior materials and the mix of materials 
on homes. My point is that in their text it is specified that the homes will be “high quality”. The text 
disallows vinyl, but I assume does not prohibit any other building materials. I think one of the keys to a 
high quality neighborhood is a mix of materials (in most cases) on homes. For example, in Jerome Village 
there are many large homes that are quite expensive, but some of the homes are clad in cementitious 
siding exclusively, and the appearance of the overall neighborhood suffers and appears of lower quality. I 
think the same is true when there are homes consisting of all stucco, unless of a certain architectural 
type. I think it makes sense to require a certain percentage of stone or brick with the likely stucco and 
siding in order to discourage the all-siding or all-stucco look on most of the homes. The southernmost 
section of Tartan West and the new neighborhood off Brand that Virginia Homes built is another example 
of the “all siding” look that I think we should avoid. The newest section of Ballantrae that we recently 
approved is building out this way, too. (Schottenstein Homes, I think)  
 
My thoughts on exterior cladding also apply to the Riviera development, when/if we get to that point with 
them. 
 
Hand and Stone  
I just want to verify that this massage salon will be occupying the westernmost tenant space on the 
opposite end of the building from the future Starbucks? 
 
Mr. Ghidotti had assured the Commission and council that a restaurant use was forthcoming in that 
space, if I’m correct in my assumption of its location. I am curious where or if any restaurant uses will be, 
if this salon takes this 3000 sf of tenant space, leaving what appears to be much smaller spaces left. 
 
Riviera  
This application has come a long way since we last saw it, and I would complement Mr. Ruma on his 
efforts with the neighbors and with the site and lot layout. I do not, however, believe that this plan is 
ready for passage at this point. Some of my concerns: 
 
I’m not sure why we have aerial photos of the site from 30, 40 and 50 years ago. The site as it exists 
today is quite special to the community because of its beautiful trees, recreational open space use, and 
lack of rooftops and traffic generation. These are the aspects that the Dublin Community Plan addresses 
in its future land use, and I don’t believe the site’s appearance years ago is relevant to our discussion 
today. Approval to deviate from the Community Plan requires a very special situation and a great design 
done with a deft and sensitive touch on this site.  
 
Claudia, would we be able to get an “overlay” of the proposed lots/neighborhood layout on top of the 
existing topography and existing trees? In using conservation design with this site it seems to me that 
the specimen trees and existing topography are what we would be looking to “conserve”. I cannot easily 
ascertain where the trees all are in relation to the house sites. 
 
I think we need to know the locations of the trees and where they are in relation to the proposed lots 
and home sites so that we may protect the trees and site the homes appropriately, with the goal being to 
conserve these trees and being careful not to disturb the topography any more than absolutely 
necessary. We don’t want to cause any storm water or other problems with the surrounding homes.  
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The text is weak and I believe it needs to be re-worked to insure that we get a very high quality 
neighborhood that will enhance and improve the area. Building materials (and the variety and mix of 
same), exterior landscaping requirements for the homesites and overall landscaping for the development 
need to be better and more thoroughly addressed. The fact that the applicant wants very small lots 
means that we have to be very vigilant on the quality of the exterior materials.   Also, I am VERY 
uncomfortable with the language in the text that addresses tree preservation. We want to make sure that 
the applicant goes way above and beyond:  
 
“A good faith effort to preserve as many good and fair trees as possible” and “where appropriate”.  
This language does not give me comfort, especially given the recent experiences in new developments 
where large trees were inappropriately removed. We need to be hyper-vigilant about the trees on this 
site, again since the applicant is looking to use conservation design to gain approval, and the 
“conservation” in this case being largely all about the trees on the site. 
 
I think we also need to have a discussion about the types of housing this neighborhood will have. I am 
very sensitive to the fact that this part of our school district is being over saturated with single family 
homes that will attract families with school-age children. We have neighborhoods within Dublin, and 
especially outside of Dublin city boundaries that are going to result in many, many students added to the 
school district. At the same time, retirees, singles and empty nesters in Dublin are saying they don’t have 
many options for housing that fits their needs. The Bridge Street District will satisfy some of this 
demographic, but the BSD style of housing won’t fit everyone who wants to “downsize” or “rightsize” 
their housing situation. 
 
It seems that this may be a good location for some of this type of housing, but more work would need to 
be done with this application. Council and PZC toured Franklin, TN years ago and there was a 
neighborhood there (Westhaven?) that had some great examples of alternative housing types and 
different home styles and lot layouts that could be appropriate here. Again, simply putting smaller lots in 
a neighborhood won’t address this issue effectively, and the quality and layouts would need to be re-
worked. I am hesitant to add “roof tops” to this part of our city, unless the homes are filling a need 
besides family homes and we are assured of high quality and high value to protect the adjacent 
neighborhoods. At minimum I think the development text needs to be tightened up and offer much more 
detail. 
 
For these reasons, I hope that the Riviera application will be tabled. There is too much outstanding to 
pass this rezoning at this time. 
 
The Chair decided the two consent cases would be heard first and then Riviera and last will be Stansbury. 

The minutes will reflect the order as presented on the agenda. 

 
[…..] 

 
4. Riviera                8025 Avery Road 

 14-068Z/PDP/PP       Rezoning/Preliminary Development Plan 

                   Preliminary Plat 
 

The Chair, Ms. Newell, said the following application is a request for a rezoning of approximately 152 
acres from R, Rural District and R-1, Restricted Suburban Residential District to PUD, Planned Unit 

Development District for the potential development of the site with up to 185 single-family lots and 

approximately 76 acres of open space. She said the site is on the west side of Avery Road, north of the 
intersection with Memorial Drive. She said this is a request for review and recommendation to City 

Council for a Rezoning with a Preliminary Development Plan and also a request for review and 
recommendation to City Council for a Preliminary Plat under the provisions of the Subdivision 
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Regulations. As City Council is the final authority on these requests, she said applicants do not have to be 

sworn in. 

 
Claudia Husak said Tina Wawszkiewicz, Traffic Engineer and Aaron Stanford, Civil Engineer, will also be 

presenting for this case. Ms. Husak provided a presentation outline. She said even though there have 
been a lot of people in the room that have attended the meetings on this case throughout the process, 

she would provide a lot of detail for the benefit of the new Commission members.  
 

Ms. Husak explained the formal steps involved in the PUD process. She said the PZC reviewed the 

Concept Plan in March 2014. She said the rezoning step is being presented this evening and the 
Preliminary Development Plan and Preliminary Plat are also included in this step. She said this step was 

completed in November 2014 but it was tabled by the Commission. She explained the PUD requires a 
development text be part of the zoning so that is the booklet the applicant provided to the Commission.  

 

Ms. Husak said the applicant is requesting two actions from the Commission: 1) recommendation to City 
Council for the Rezoning with the Preliminary Development Plan that Planning is recommending approval 

with 15 conditions; and 2) recommendation to City Council for the Preliminary Plat that Planning is 
recommending approval with two conditions.  

 

Ms. Husak presented the site, which has decreased in size slightly from what was previously previewed. 
She said it is 152 acres and on the east side is Avery Road. She reported there are three City of Dublin 

schools adjacent to the site: Deer Run Elementary, Grizzell Middle School, and Dublin Jerome High 
School. She said the major residential developments surrounding the site are: Tartan West, Muirfield 

Village, Shandon Glen, and Belvedere. She described the site as having 2,020 feet of frontage on Avery 
Road and has been a golf course since the 1970’s. She said the applicant has provided the aerial views to 

address Commission questions from the November meeting about the trees on the site prior to the 

development of the golf course. She said there are two existing access points off of Avery Road and there 
are streams that run through the site. She noted the site includes a floodway and a Stream Corridor 

Protection Zone (SCPZ) over the streams. She said there are many existing mature tree stands and tree 
rows as part of the golf course development as well as the ones that existed along the creek bed. She 

explained the existing zoning of the site is split and the site is also split by counties: Union, Franklin, and 

Delaware. She said the area in Union county is zoned R, Rural District; Franklin and Delaware are zoned 
R-1, Restricted Suburban Residential. She said both districts have very similar zoning allowances for land 

use and the other permitted uses in the district are agriculture, parks, and public schools. 
 

Ms. Husak presented the Future Land Use map from the Community Plan that guides development 
decisions for the future of the City. She said the site is shown as Parks and Open Space, which stems 

from a request from the owners in 2007 when there was a major update of the Community Plan. She 

indicated some consideration was made for future connectivity to future developments.  
 

Ms. Husak said the surrounding developments ranged in density from 1.27 units per acre in Muirfield 
Village, 1.5 units per acre in Belvedere, and 1.8 units per acre in Tartan West. She said these numbers 

follow what was written in the Community Plan as 1 – 2 units per acre.  

 
Ms. Husak presented the plans the Commission previously reviewed. She noted the Concept Plan that 

proposed 284 lots at a density of 1.7 units per acre with 35% open space. She indicated the Preliminary 
Development Plan that was tabled, which reduced the number of lots to 248 with a density of 1.4 units 

per acre and 38% open space. She said this plan also included Subarea D to be dedicated for a potential 

elementary school. She said there have been discussions with the school district regarding the absorption 
of potential students within this development. She reported that Deer Run Elementary is one of the oldest 

schools in the City and the Schools may want to rebuild that school so that is why the applicant was 
working with the school superintendent to find a potential site within the neighborhood.  
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Ms. Husak said the applicant has been working with Staff to address many of the comments made by the 

Commission and the residents when the two previous plans were reviewed. She presented the 

summarized comments, one of which was the applicability of a Council Resolution passed in 2004 
regarding “Conservation Design” that takes into account existing natural features, such as woodlots, 

steep slopes, and other natural features that might exist on various properties. She reported the 
applicant has revised the proposal to adhere to the Conservation Design Principles as outlined in the 

Resolution. Another issue has been density she said. The applicant has reduced the density significantly 
she reported down to 185 lots so there is now a proposed density of 1.22 units per acre and the open 

space has increased to 50% for the entire site. She explained the site boundary has decreased by 15 

acres that the applicant will retain and not include in the proposed plan. Traffic impacts were another 
great concern she said with the adjacent neighborhoods and the larger intersections within the area. She 

said there was a push to have more protection of natural features, specifically tree preservation. 
Architectural standards were also a concern she said. 

 

Jeffrey L. Brown, attorney with the firm Smith & Hale, representing the applicant, said several consultants 
are present to respond to any questions. He thanked staff and leadership of the various civic associations 

that have both given a lot of time and have a lot of interest in terms of this development. He indicated 
what is being presented this evening is a positive resolution of those issues raised in November 2014. He 

said one of the key conditions/requests was what happens if the Conservation Design Principle was used. 

He indicated they started from scratch to address this issue. He explained that this area was originally a 
farm field including two streams and the trees were primarily along that stream corridor. He presented 

aerial views of the site over the years. He said the more natural features such as ponds and additional 
trees were all created as part of the development of the golf course. He pointed out the SCPZ on the 

property. He said the applicant overlaid the potential development with the trees and found the 
developable areas. He confirmed this follows the Conservation Principles in terms of how a piece of 

property is evaluated. He said the applicant then overlaid the proposed lots. He presented a slide that 

showed how this all worked together. He restated that the density has dropped to 1.22 units per acre, 
which is below the density of any surrounding neighborhoods. He noted on the slide the trees to be 

preserved. He summarized the applicant has less units, lower density, and a better protection of natural 
resources, including the trees. The one other interesting thing about this site he said was young family’s 

children could walk to school as a Kindergartener all the way up through high school since an elementary 

school, middle school, and high school were all within walking distance of this location. 
 

Charles Ruma, real estate developer and builder, said he has not built many homes in the past five years 
but is still developing land, which he has been doing in Central Ohio for the past 45 years in the excess of 

10,000 lots. He said he was the developer of Wedgewood in Powell, Ohio, and several developments in 
Dublin, Ohio, including the Metro Center, Waterford Village, Deer Run, Wedgewood Hills, Wedgewood 

Glen, and most recently, Wellington Reserve.  

 
Mr. Ruma said Riviera started looking for land in the 60s by the American Italian Golf Association that 

have been in existence for approximately 80 years. He said they pieced together 67.1 acres to develop a 
golf course, which was originally opened in 1971. He presented a site plan of this piece in 1959 to show 

there was nothing anywhere but noted a Chestnut Oak tree that is still standing today. He presented a 

slide of the site from 1979 to show where some of the trees were planted. He reported the American 
Italian Golf Association has planted over 800 trees on this site over a ten-year period. He presented a 

slide showing five ponds that were built. He presented a slide showing the development of Deer Run 
Elementary School and Muirfield Village that were the first developments in the area, surrounded by farm 

land. Lastly, he presented the current site and the surrounding developments noting Dublin Jerome High 

School directly adjacent to the golf course, Tartan West, Grizzell Middle School, Belvedere, and Shannon 
Glen. He said now this is an infill lot of 167 acres completely surrounded by development. He restated 

that all of the densities around Riviera are higher. He said he has met the objective of being lower in 
density than every development in the surrounding area. He indicated he had been working on this plan 

for 28 months, which included two traffic studies, sanitary sewer analysis, soil studies, environmental 
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studies, ecological studies, tree surveys, stormwater analysis, stream corridor protection analysis, five 

different separate layouts, and participated in 70 – 80 meetings. He believes they have come a long way.  

 
Mr. Ruma thanked the Planning Commission for their indulgence and the feedback received from the 

residents. He said this culminated in a Conservation Design that has not been used in any other 
development since the Resolution in 2007. He indicated he hopes Riviera will be the first one.  

 
Mr. Ruma said this is a dynamite site and does not see any better site for residential living in Dublin or 

anywhere in Ohio. He said this site has walking and cyclist availability for school age children from 

Kindergarten to high school graduation. He explained that it is 76 acres of open space that includes a 
park the size of Goodale Park in Columbus, Ohio. He indicated he has created a community that is just as 

good as anybody could ever put on paper. He said there is over a mile of multi-purpose paths connecting 
Riviera with all the schools, local parks, Belvedere, Shannon Glen, and Tartan West. This he said meets 

the objectives of connectivity.  

 
Mr. Ruma said tree preservation has been a main issue. He reported the plan saves the Chestnut Oak 

mentioned earlier, a Red Oak that is sitting in the middle of the north side of the site, as well as the trees 
along the stream corridor.  

 

Mr. Ruma said at the entrance, the first house from Avery Road is 600 feet away, which equates to two 
football fields. He reported that 900 trees were identified in the survey of which 185 are Ash trees. He 

said they intend to preserve approximately 50 – 60% of the trees as a result of this design.  
 

Mr. Ruma said architecture was another huge concern. He emphasized his experience. He said he is 
prepared to go point by point on the specifics of Tartan Ridge Architectural Standards, which he has been 

told is the guideline for what is expected for this site. He said he compared his text line by line to the 

architectural text of Tartan Ridge. He said there were 18 specific areas: 
 

1) Dublin Appearance Code – the language was written by the same people, the Edge Group.  
 

2) Architectural Review Committee – exactly the same. 

 
3) Architectural Character – the words are exactly the same as Tartan Ridge but they have two 

pages of description styles with pictures. 
  

4) Architectural Diversity – exactly the same.  
 

5) Architectural Massing – he said this is not included in his plans and does not desire to include it 

as it is difficult to build to. He explained if they are to fit into neighborhoods that abut them, they 
do not believe they should do different looks except they want to make sure the quality is a good 

as or better.  
 

6) Exterior Materials – exact same language. 

 
7)  Configuration of Materials – same except for Tartan’s text calls for a transition of materials 

around a corner up to 8.5 inches, which he does not have. He said the base for Tartan’s water 
table is 22 inches and his is 36 inches by Code. 

 

8) Trim Materials – exact same words and specifications. 
 

9) Shutters – same text except Tartan’s text includes pictures. 
 

10) Roofs – materials and pictures are the same.  
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11) Eaves, Dormers, Gutters, and Downspouts – exactly the same. 

 
12) Exterior Paint – his text states natural colors, Tartan’s specify Benjamin Moore or Sherwin 

Williams paint colors permitted.  
 

13) Front Door Design – different. He said Tartan’s four pages are magnificent along with columns 
and transoms and he does not do that.  

 

14) Chimney Design – exactly the same. 
 

15) Lighting – language the same but he puts lights on garages. 
 

16) Front Porch, Windows, Soffit and Fascia – language is exactly the same. 

 
17) Garages – same except for the setbacks that coincide with Tartan’s massing. 

 
18) Gates and Posts –he does not see these as being part of this development. 

 

Mr. Ruma summarized by saying he hoped they have done everything in their power to meet the 
objections/requirements/suggestions that have been expressed. He said he is prepared to address the 

earlier questions about traffic and said what was reported is accurate. He added they were prepared to 
address any flood plain issues or stormwater protection concerns.  

 
Diane Marin, EMH&T, said she wanted to explain what was in the stormwater management memo report 

provided. She noted Zone A, of the FEMA designated flood plain; she said there was no flood base 

determined so no FEMA designated flood way was on this property. As a result she said, sometimes areas 
that are not really in the flood plain are mapped as such. She said as part of their study, a detailed flood 

plain analysis has been completed and provided but it will be fine-tuned and resubmitted again. She said 
the report shows the actual flood plain and lays out the Stream Corridor Protection Zones. She indicated 

there are a few areas where the lots are within the FEMA  designated Zone A that actually are not in the 

flood plain. As a result, she said they will be submitting a LOMA, which is a Letter of Map Amendment to 
FEMA to get those areas out of a FEMA designated flood plain. She explained they are not really in the 

flood plain based on the study and this is a common practice when FEMA maps things that are vaguely 
close. She said prior to the Final Development Plan, they will be working to get those removed from the 

FEMA designated flood plain. 
 

Todd Zimmerman asked if there would be any lots that would require flood insurance. Ms. Marin said 

there will be no lots that are within the FEMA designated flood plain. He asked if any lots would be within 
the 100-year flood plain. Ms. Marin confirmed not as the site is developed.  

 
Chris Brown inquired about detention/retention basins. Ms. Marin said they were retention basins as they 

are wet.  

 
Bob Miller asked for more information about the answer Mr. Zimmerman received. He asked if any of the 

lots are currently in FEMA’s defined flood plain. Ms. Marin answered affirmatively. He clarified that FEMA 
will be requested to remove that designation from the property. Ms. Marin confirmed a LOMA will be 

submitted and it will not be based on fill, it will be based on a map amendment. 

 
Mr. Zimmerman asked if those lots will receive a letter for future use stating they are out of the defined 

flood plain when they go for resale. Ms. Marin replied there would be something on record with FEMA 
and she volunteered to provide that information.  
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Ms. Husak said the applicant is proposing three subareas for the site, which she presented. She noted the 

lot area sizes and setbacks permitted for each area.  

 
Mr. Zimmerman asked about side-loaded garages. Ms. Husak said for example in Ballantrae, all 100-foot 

lots are required to have side-loaded garages. She said a courtyard garage, which has been seen recently 
in development styles could be accommodated on a lot of that site. 

 
Ms. Husak presented the proposed phasing plans, with the first phase being Subarea A on the southeast 

side, which would include the demolition of the existing clubhouse and left-turn lane off Avery Road at 

the entrance.  
 

Ms. Husak presented a map of the reserves of open spaces. She said the requirement for this site is 13 
acres or 8.5% of the site per the Subdivision Regulations within the City of Dublin. She said the applicant 

has stated with the Conservation Design approach to this site, they are providing 50% open space and 

that is 76 acres. She pointed out the areas that are proposed to be maintained by the City of Dublin as 
well as the areas to be maintained by the homeowners’ association. She said all the open spaces and 

reserves within the development will be owned by the City of Dublin. She explained that as the plats 
come forward, those areas will be dedicated to the City and the City will have ownership of them. 

 

Ms. Husak said the applicant is being asked to make changes to the Preliminary Plat to ensure the open 
space maintenance requirements are also included on the Preliminary Plat.  

 
Mr. Brown asked how it is determined that the City maintains a specific open space designated area.  

 
Ms. Husak said the applicant has met with the City’s Director of Parks and Open Space prior to coming to 

the PZC. She explained it is more or less areas that have less maintenance required and the more natural 

areas/less programmed, which is specifically the case here. She noted an area where there is not a lot of 
City maintenance envisioned because it is intended to be more natural. She said it is the park staff 

working with the applicant. She explained that the draw for the open spaces is also examined. She gave 
an example where a person would park along the road to use one of the paths connected throughout the 

community, which makes it appropriate for the City to maintain as opposed to more interior spaces to the 

neighborhood itself. She said the development text includes potential programming for all of the open 
space reserves. 

 
Ms. Husak presented the path connection map showing all the sidewalks/bike paths and proposed shared 

paths or existing shared paths. She said the applicant is willing to work with engineering specifically to 
ensure the existing paths, which were built as golf cart paths, not built to Dublin path standards that will 

be evaluated and rebuilt if necessary.  

 
Tina Wawszkiewicz presented the overview of the intersections that were focused on in the traffic impact 

studies prepared by the applicant. She explained the purpose of having a traffic impact study during a 
rezoning process is to understand the impacts of the proposed land use on the roadway infrastructure. 

She said it is a tool used to determine the developers’ responsibility for their site access points and off-

site intersections. She presented a snapshot of the proposal with 185 lots and the 24-hour volume on 
normal weekday is expected to be about 1800 trips and that is from the ITE Generation that matches up 

well with our City counts around town. She highlighted the am/pm peak hours, which are one hour out of 
a two-hour count; the pm peak is the higher of the two. She said these counts are significantly different 

than the last time this application was reviewed as it is 25% less. She presented a table to show the 

potential impacts to the surrounding neighborhood streets. She noted that Firenza Place is one that stubs 
to Tartan West the other two are to the south that extend into Belvedere. She said this help illustrate the 

need for that connection from the site directly out to Hyland-Croy Road. She said projecting volumes on 
Hyland-Croy Road out 10 years and adding the site without the Hyland-Croy connection shows poor 

levels of service and emphasized the need for the connection. She said this would also provide benefits 
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for the Belvedere and Shannon Glen areas. She said this allows students to get to the high school. She 

noted fewer trips for the Avery Road/Brand area with this connection. 

 
Ms. Wawszkiewicz said the phases are expected to run from Avery Road west and Staff is recommending 

a condition with the rezoning to have the Hyland-Croy connection programmed prior to the approval of a 
Plat for section 3.2, most critically, the connection to Tartan West. She said Staff is also suggesting a sign 

at the end of the stub street to indicate a future extended road. 
 

Mr. Zimmerman asked if the connector would be a cost for the developer.  

 
Ms. Wawszkiewicz said that could be determined with the infrastructure agreement. She said Staff needs 

to state this connection is needed as it is important from the perspectives of transportation and the 
roadway network. She said Staff also wants the developer to commit to entering into an infrastructure 

agreement. She said the details of all those dollar amounts can be worked out at the City Council level.  

 
Ms. Wawszkiewicz noted the alignment of Timble Falls Drive where staff requested a change.  

 
Ms. Newell requested further explanation.  

 

Ms. Wawszkiewicz explained that when small curves that go back and forth are introduced, a driver is 
going to tend to take the path of least resistance. She said a northbound driver would hug the outside of 

that curve and vice versa for the southbound driver and this interaction between the vehicles is not 
desired. She said it also makes the lot layout a little awkward, which could impact the footprint of those 

homes. She said it generates awkward geometry for the roadways. She said a gentler curves are desired 
to alleviate the back and forth, back and forth action.  

 

Ms. Wawszkiewicz said the Avery Road/Brand intersection have been included in the Capital 
Improvement Plan regardless of the status of this application. She reported the Avery Road/Brand 

intersection is currently in the preliminary design phase. She explained it had not been programmed for 
construction yet but the typical phase is cost estimate for construction and then Council will decide when 

to program the construction. She said it appears that a roundabout will be the solution for this 

intersection. She indicated the current level of service is a grade C, which is acceptable from 
engineering’s perspective, with or without site traffic. She said projecting 10 years out, the intersection 

fails with or without site traffic.  
 

Ms. Wawszkiewicz summarized that based on the future traffic projection, which are nearly double in ten 
years, and distribution presented in the traffic impact study, the site is expected to increase traffic at this 

intersection by about 3%, with the Hyland-Croy connection.  

 
Ms. Wawszkiewicz noted the overview for the infrastructure prompts asking the developer to be 

responsible for the Avery Road improvements at their site intersection including the turn lane required 
there, the connection to Hyland-Croy Road, and a pedestrian crossing system across Avery Road that 

would include some sort of an electronic sign. In addition, she said to Avery Road/Brand intersection, 

other off-site intersections could be included in the infrastructure agreement. She suggested the recent 
infrastructure agreement with Avondale is a good example of what kind of agreement could be expected 

with this application. She noted various other intersections that could be included in the agreement.  
 

Mr. Miller said when he considers the Hyland-Croy/Brand roundabout then he thinks of Tuscany Drive, 

and this connector coming into Hyland-Croy; there are three events occurring there. He said he 
anticipates Hyland-Croy to become four lanes in the not-so-distant future. From an engineering 

perspective, he asked if that would solve the problem right now but create a mess later on. Ms. 
Wawszkiewicz said Staff analyzed it with respect to the intersection that will be developed with Celtic 

Crossing. She said there are a series of intersections but Staff feels the spacing would be okay to include 
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this new access point. She said consolidating private driveways could also help with some of that access 

management as this area is realigned, not to say it will not change eventually.  

 
Cathy De Rosa said the first phases of this are going to go on/off of Avery Road based on Phase 1 & 2. 

She said she is trying now to overlap the bike paths and the sidewalks to this. She asked if there will be 
bike paths and sidewalks up and down Avery Road on both sides.  

 
Ms. Wawszkiewicz said there is an existing bike path on the west side of Avery Road, which will probably 

have some reconstruction along with the widening of Avery Road when the turn lanes are built. She is 

assuming those connections north and south of the boulevard to be constructed with the phase they are 
adjacent to.  

 
Ms. De Rosa said the first couple of phases are going to be the route to get in/out and the movement 

in/out to the park.  

 
Aaron Stanford said he wanted to provide an overview of the utility system proposed with this 

development. He confirmed there is an existing FEMA flood plain on the site. He said the one important 
thing to note about that flood plain is what we would call a Zone A, which is a flood plain that is not as a 

result of a detailed study; it is a preliminary guess of the 100-year flood plain in that area. As part of this 

development, he said we have required the applicant to do a detailed study of that area that will become 
the basis of an analysis of what that flood plain is from a much more detailed study.  

 
Mr. Stanford said the applicant is putting in a series of public storm sewers, catch basins, curb inlets, and 

stormwater ponds to meet the Code stormwater requirements for quantity and quality control.  
 

Mr. Stanford said this site will gain access to sanitary sewer service by connecting into the North Fork 

Indian Run trunk sewer and that exists to the south and the west of this development. He indicated with 
different phases, the developer will construct new sanitary mains and services to each of the individual 

lots. He reported that much further downstream from this development, in the North Fork Indian Run 
trunk sewer, we have begun to see a long-term capacity issue with that sewer. As a result, he said the 

applicant was asked to do a pretty extensive study already on the sanitary sewer system for this entire 

sewer shed, which is over 2,000 acres of which 426 of those acres are undeveloped. He said Staff has 
analyzed what would happen to those undeveloped areas as well as this development in terms of impact 

on the sewer system after a few years. He reported they have a very good idea of what that impact is. 
He said the City also recommended four separate solutions or mitigation measures to improve the 

system. He said they intend to look at that improvement, start considering programing, and if there is 
cost sharing, that could be wrapped in that infrastructure agreement, similar to the transportation 

improvements.  

 
Mr. Stanford said the applicant will gain access to public water for domestic and fire protection service 

through connecting to a 16-inch main that exists along the east side of Avery Road and also by 
connecting to 8-inch mains at each of the three street stubs. He explained that loop system will help 

maintain water pressure throughout the district and will provide better circulation. He said they have 

adequate water pressure in these areas and would not experience an adverse effect on the existing 
system.  

 
Ms. Husak said Staff is outlining all of the conditions tied to the review criteria into the development text. 

She pointed out that there have been discussions by the Dublin City Schools with regard to the vicinity 

specifically Jerome High School but also to some extent Grizzell Middle School to this proposed 
development. She said the schools have informed Staff that Jerome High School is very heavily used 

throughout all seasons. She said there are camps in the summer, sporting events, band activities, and a 
lot of activity overall even outside regular school hours. She said Staff has suggested that the applicant 

include language in the development text that highlights that to which they have agreed. She said that is 
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not always something that prospective buyers read when they purchase a home but it is definitely 

something that gives Staff some comfort of being able to point to, to demonstrate this development is 

near a very active school. She said people should be made aware of the noise levels associated with such 
activities.  

 
Ms. Husak added Staff is concerned about the location of proposed Lot 185 at the T-intersection there of 

what will eventually become the Hyland-Croy connector to the development. She said having headlights 
come into this lot is something Staff is quite concerned with so a condition has been proposed that this 

lot and the two lots to the north of proposed Cacchio Lane be eliminated from the proposal for this 

reason. She said it would also open up the view of the open space on the northern piece of Timble Falls 
Drive.  

 
Ms. Husak said Staff wants to ensure the applicant works with Planning during the Final Development 

Plan stage to ensure lots that are adjacent to the SCPZ have some demarcation so that people do not 

start mowing into the zone, which is intended to be undisturbed. She said this has been done with a 
small sign or marker in a couple of areas of the City where SCPZ exist. 

 
Ms. Husak said Staff wants to ensure the applicant is willing to work with the schools on a path 

connection to Jerome High School, should that be desired by the school.  

 
Ms. Husak said Ms. Wawszkiewicz had mentioned many of the other conditions that are related to the 

traffic impact study and the infrastructure agreement as well as the “wiggle” so those are all outlined in 
detail in the Staff Report in our recommendation section.  

 
Ms. Husak said there are other amendments or changes requested for the development text expected 

from the applicant: 

 
o Garage locations for lots adjacent to Avery Road 

o Architecture for garages 
o Architecture Review Committee member information 

 

Ms. Husak said approval is recommended for the Rezoning/Preliminary Development Plan with 15 
conditions: 

 
1) That the development text be updated to include language highlighting that Riviera is proposed 

near a very active high school with year round activities and that homeowners will likely be 
affected by the noise and light that typically accompanies such activities; 

2) That Lots 135, 136, and 185 in Subarea B be removed to provide larger open space vistas; 

3) That the applicant work with Planning to determine a method of either physically delineating the 
Street Corridor Protection Zone (SCPZ) area, and/or ensure the property owners are aware of the 

presence of the SCPZ and its restrictions; 
4) That the applicant provide a Letter of Map Amendment (LOMA) and a detailed engineering study 

approved by FEMA with the Final Development Plan that includes lots in FEMA designated 100-

year floodplain (Zone A), subject to approval by Engineering; 
5) That the applicant enter into an infrastructure agreement with the City, prior to submitting the 

first Final Development Plan for development thresholds and public project contributions 
including the necessary sanitary sewer system improvements; 

6) That the applicant work with the City to program a direct site connection to Hyland-Croy Road to 

the satisfaction of the City Engineer prior to the approval of a plat that includes the Firenza Place 
connection to Tartan West; 

7) That the alignment of Timble Falls Drive between Lots 140 and 165 be realigned to eliminate the 
proposed curvature, subject to the satisfaction of the City Engineer; 
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8) That the developer revises the traffic impact study to the satisfaction of the City Engineer prior to 

City Council hearing of the rezoning; 

9) That as part of the development of Section 1, the applicant provides a northbound left-turn lane 
on Avery Road into the site and a pedestrian crossing system for Avery Road, to the satisfaction 

of the City Engineer;  
10) That the plans be updated to accurately name all proposed streets; 

11) That the applicant place a sign at the proposed stub for Cacchio Lane indicating future 
connectivity to Hyland-Croy Road and indicate this on the Final Development Plan; 

12) That the applicant evaluates existing cart paths intended to remain on site and upgrade if 

necessary to ensure compliance with City standards; 
13) That the development text be updated to indicate a willingness to provide a path connection to 

Jerome High School; 
14) That the development text be updated to address garage locations for lots adjacent to Avery 

Road as outlined in the Planning Report; and 

15) That the applicant provides membership information for the Architectural Review Committee to 
the satisfaction of Planning as part of the Final Development Plan. 

 
Ms. Husak said approval is recommended for the Preliminary Plat to be forwarded to City Council with 

two conditions: 

 
1) That the applicant ensure that any minor technical adjustments to the plat are made prior to 

Council submittal; and 
2) That the Preliminary Plat is updated in terms of open space ownership and maintenance 

responsibilities prior to Council review. 
 

The Chair invited public comment.  

 
Kevin Walter, 6289 Ross Bend, asked Ms. Readler about the exclusion of the 15 acres, and if that area 

needed to be subdivided to allow a different zoning on that parcel. Ms. Readler said that would be done 
as part of the Plat.  

 

Mr. Walter thanked the Commission for allowing the public to participate in this process. He said he 
represents a coalition of nine neighborhood groups including homeowner associations and civic groups 

from across northwest Dublin. He said as a voice behind the Friends of Dublin, he is committed to helping 
to build the best Dublin possible, respecting our history and building our future. He said it was one year 

ago this month that we met for the first Concept Plan discussion and they have continued discussion ever 
since. He said originally, the group was overwhelmingly opposed to this development but they are now 

supportive of most of the elements of the current application. He thanked Charlie Ruma and his team for 

taking a critical look at the plan, listening to the residents of Dublin, and producing a significantly better 
plan that will result in the preservation of a heritage and unique beauty that is Riviera.  

 
Mr. Walter requested a few alterations to the application after mentioning the real benefits in both 

aesthetic and financial terms: 

 
o Elimination of multiple lots in addition to what Staff has proposed 

o Remove responsibility from the applicant for the improvements at the Avery/Brand intersection to 
be placed on the City 

o To not connect the stub street of Tantalus Drive and only expand a multi-use path  

o Clearly delineate a future connector to Hyland-Croy both in the development text and physically 
on property 

o If an elementary school is built on the designated 15 acres, that the T-intersection at Timble Falls 
Drive and Cacchio Place be replaced with a neighborhood size roundabout. 
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o Add hardscape elements to the slivers of open space such as fences, stonework or paver walks to 

ensure the public understands these are to be used as open space access points and not private 

property 
o Provide a descriptive pattern book for homebuilders that clearly expresses the character of 

Riviera rather than mirroring the specificity of the Tartan Ridge Architectural Standards  
 

Mr. Walter said they understand the applicant is a developer and not a homebuilder and he will negotiate 
with multiple homebuilders to build on this site. He said it is critical that the architectural standards 

section of the development text be strengthened. He said the level of quality needs to be clearly 

communicated for homes built now and into the future.  
 

Mr. Walter concluded stating they are requesting that the application be tabled this evening to work on 
the details of the development text.  

 

Lisa Judson, 8018 Summerhouse Drive, said the presentation was very exciting and thanked the applicant 
for going back to the table to create a new design. She indicated she was not originally from Dublin but 

has been residing in Dublin for the past 8.5 years. She said she is raising six adopted daughters. She said 
the bottom line has been affected by the development but she believes her family’s bottom line will be 

affected as well. She said she has been told by her realtor that her property will decrease in value by 

approximately $100,000 from when it was purchased in 2006. She said this is considered a lot of money 
for someone raising eight children. She said her lot is at a T-intersection at Abbey Glen and 

Summerhouse Drive. She challenges the traffic numbers as there is a huge traffic problem with students 
going to the high school, which is also a safety issue for children. She said the high school students do 

not walk to school, which adds to the traffic numbers. She said it is dangerous crossing Abbey Glen in the 
walking path. She is requesting speed bumps or flashing signs, etc. She indicated she has a concrete 

front porch because if a driver misses the stop sign, they could head right into her porch. She has 

witnessed that most people view the stop sign as a yield sign. She said there have been multiple 
accidents there, which usually involve the students. She said she has to be on alert all the time. 

 
Robert Fathman, 5805 Tartan Circle North, said he endorsed everything Mr. Walter said. He said when 

Mr. Ruma and his team were at his home two weeks ago meeting with our nine neighborhood 

associations, he said Mr. Ruma’s son, who builds Virginia Homes will build part of Phase 1 and the rest he 
plans to sell to M/I Homes. He said they want to ensure there are sufficient detailed architectural 

standards in the development text that MI Homes would have to follow.  
 

Kristina Ledford, 6328 Cragie Hill Court, said she is new to Dublin and her house is directly across from 
the proposed development. She said her concern was with impact on the neighboring schools. She stated 

she understands the benefit of children being able to walk to the schools but does not believe that will 

necessarily be the case. When she enrolled her children in the system she said, the concern was that 
Deer Run and Grizzell were already at capacity and was concerned her children would need to be shipped 

to other schools on the other side of Muirfield Village. She said this is still very dense, appealing to single-
family homes. She indicated she appreciates the empty nester portion of this proposal as this is a 

growing need.  

 
Kip Rosier, 8079 Alimoore Green, said he is the president of Belvedere HOA. He said one of the big 

concerns their neighbors had was the traffic situation as the traffic is currently horrendous in their 
neighborhood at 7 am. He asked the Commission to consider a connector to the high school. He asked if 

the 15 acres that are off the table, if they were going to stay in their current form. He questions what it 

will look like if left barren that allows weeds to grow and become unsightly.  
 

Mark Mace, 6469 Green Stone Loop, said traffic on Abbey Glen is a problem in the mornings and 
questioned the traffic impact study stating there would only be an addition of four cars cutting through 

that neighborhood from the 185 homes proposed for Riviera. He said even if there is a Hyland-Croy 
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connection, students will figure out it is harder to make a left turn onto Hyland-Croy than it is to make 

two right turns to get to the high school coming through their development. He stated he is also 

concerned about the noise levels for empty-nesters. He said he can already hear the broadcasts from the 
sports activities while sitting at his dining room table. He said he did not understand why his tax dollars 

should maintain the significant amount of that green space when he pays HOA dues for their green space 
in their neighborhood.  

 
Roland Kolman, Davington Drive, Dublin, said he had been neighbors with Charlie Ruma many years ago. 

He said he is familiar with Tartan West as it is the route he takes for walking. He indicated he has seen it 

develop over the years. He said he believes this is the same house as what was built at Tartan West, just 
with a few minor changes. He noted the architecture is very dull. He indicated the small single floor 

houses are just like Levittown on steroids, which is not interesting. He said when Charlie promotes he did 
Tartan West, it causes him concern because he wants Riviera to be better.  

 

Brett Bohl, 5735 Whitecraigs Court, thanked everyone, and commented on Mr. Ruma’s passion. He 
emphasized it was not Mr. Ruma’s mismanagement of that club that got us to this point in the first place. 

Adversely, he said, Mr. Ruma came in and saved the day and should be applauded for that. In Dublin he 
indicated, sports are celebrated, and many of the teams win championships. He said he wanted to go on 

record to offer an olive branch to Mr. Ruma as there is a consortium with the American Italian Golf 

Association and he would like to talk.  
 

Jesse Oddi, Jr., 3118 Deer Point Court, Hilliard, stated he is the president of the American Italian Golf 
Association. He indicated they had no desire to be in the state they are in; this is driven purely by 

economics. He said over the last 15 years, there have been eight golf courses created within five miles of 
Riviera and two of them have fallen under hard times. He said the families that started this organization 

had a dream to just play golf somewhere. He explained the American Italian Golf Association was formed 

before there ever was a golf course. He said Riviera is their legacy and this is very difficult for them. He 
indicated there were people in attendance tonight that started this organization. He explained they have 

to sell or lose everything they have. He said they selected Mr. Ruma from a group of developers that are 
well respected within the community. He asked the Commission to consider this application so they can 

move on and move forward. He said his children and grandchildren are proud of who they are and the 

legacy of the American Italian Golf Association. He said there are first and second generation Italians in 
the association and they worked hard to be a good neighbor to the City of Dublin. He said Dublin was a 

Village when they first arrived. He said a lot of the members came to Dublin and still live here. He said 
the American Italian Golf Association and Riviera brought people to this community. He reported they had 

the first professional golf tournament, the LPGA. He said this is not a ‘get rich quick scheme’ for them but 
an opportunity for them to continue their legacy. He asks that they be treated like everybody else. He 

said the homeowners are passionate about where they live and we are passionate about what we have. 

He said it has always been an honor for the American Italian Golf Association to be a part of Dublin. 
 

Mr. Ruma said the 15 Development Plan conditions in the Staff Report had not been addressed:  
 

 

1) That the development text be updated to include language highlighting that Riviera is 
proposed near a very active high school with year round activities and that 

homeowners will likely be affected by the noise and light that typically accompanies 
such activities; 

 

Mr. Ruma said that was in their text already and they will be notifying homeowners of that situation. 
 

2) That Lots 135, 136, and 185 in Subarea B be removed to provide larger open space 
vistas; 
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Mr. Ruma said he was at the end, had no more to give and he was already underwater on the deal. 

He indicated he would gladly remove those lots as long as he can replace them in another area in 

this subdivision. He said there are plenty of places to put these lots if he is asked to move them and 
they would not deduct anything from the open space.  

 
3) That the applicant work with Planning to determine a method of either physically 

delineating the Street Corridor Protection Zone (SCPZ) area, and/or ensure the 
property owners are aware of the presence of the SCPZ and its restrictions; 

 

Mr. Ruma said he agrees and will clearly mark these areas on deeds or plats.  
 

4) That the applicant provide a Letter of Map Amendment (LOMA) and a detailed 
engineering study approved by FEMA with the Final Development Plan that includes 

lots in FEMA designated 100-year floodplain (Zone A), subject to approval by 

Engineering; 
 

Mr. Ruma said he would. 
 

5) That the applicant enter into an infrastructure agreement with the City, prior to 

submitting the first Final Development Plan for development thresholds and public 
project contributions including the necessary sanitary sewer system improvements; 

 
Mr. Ruma said he would. He said they have contributed considerably to the sanitary sewer system 

already, providing a $60,000 study. He said these are problems existing today and not because of 
any future development. He said this serious problem needs to be solved whether he develops 

Riviera or not. 

 
6) That the applicant work with the City to program a direct site connection to Hyland-

Croy Road to the satisfaction of the City Engineer prior to the approval of a plat that 
includes the Firenza Place connection to Tartan West; 

 

Mr. Ruma said he is against a Hyland-Croy connection because of what it is going to do to Riviera. He 
presented a traffic situation that is going to be created by putting a connection through to Hyland-

Croy Road. He explained that if there is a direct connection between Avery Road and Hyland-Croy, a 
thoroughfare that goes through this site. He said in the morning and afternoon, there will be 200 – 

300 cars going to/from the high school. He said if there is a football game, this will be the place to go 
to the football game. He said this is not the thing to do for Conservation Design and the people living 

in Riviera. He noted the multiple paths of traffic that converges onto the high school that would go 

through this proposed connection. He said the Brand/Avery Road intersection is the problem and 
there needs to be a priority on that to get it fixed. He said he has done everything in his power to 

make this a beautiful living space and now a Hyland-Croy connector is requested to go through here 
that is going to devastate citizens that live in Riviera. He said we might as well make it Morse Road 

and add gas stations and fast food establishments. He emphasized it was wrong. But saying all that, 

he said he would cooperate with the City because he wants to get this application approved but will 
fight it as much as he can. He said he does not want to be part of it, especially the way it is being 

designed.  
 

7) That the alignment of Timble Falls Drive between Lots 140 and 165 be realigned to 

eliminate the proposed curvature, subject to the satisfaction of the City Engineer; 
 

Mr. Ruma said he would straighten out the road. 
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8) That the developer revises the traffic impact study to the satisfaction of the City 

Engineer prior to City Council hearing of the rezoning; 

 
Mr. Ruma said he would update the traffic study to the satisfaction of the City. 

 
9) That as part of the development of Section 1, the applicant provide a northbound left-

turn lane on Avery Road into the site and a pedestrian crossing system for Avery 
Road, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer;  

 

Mr. Ruma said he would build a left-turn lane on Avery Road but has a problem with the pedestrian 
crossing as it goes nowhere. He explained that across the street where he is being asked to put it, 

there is a storm outlet that is in the way and there are no sidewalks on Memorial Drive so there is no 
connection to anything other than going to a path that is private, restricted to Muirfield residents. He 

asked why someone would want to make that crossing. He said if the point is to go north of the 

school entrance, he recommended a different path. He said if he is forced to do it, he will participate 
and take care of it in the infrastructure agreement with the City but again, does not believe it is the 

right thing to do.  
 

10) That the plans be updated to accurately name all proposed streets; 

 
Mr. Ruma said he thought they were correct but if there was anything he needed to do he will.  

 
11) That the applicant place a sign at the proposed stub for Cacchio Lane indicating 

future connectivity to Hyland-Croy Road and indicate this on the Final Development 
Plan; 

 

Mr. Ruma said he hopes he does not have to but if he does, he will. He said he does not believe 
there should be a sign stating there is going to be a future road if there is not going to be a future 

road. He said he does not know what is going to happen with those 15 acres. 
 

12) That the applicant evaluates existing cart paths intended to remain on site and 

upgrade if necessary to ensure compliance with City standards; 
 

Mr. Ruma said he would ensure the paths comply and are high quality.  
 

13) That the development text be updated to indicate a willingness to provide a path 
connection to Jerome High School; 

 

Mr. Ruma said he had already committed to doing that.  
 

14) That the development text be updated to address garage locations for lots adjacent 
to Avery Road as outlined in the Planning Report; and 

 

Mr. Ruma said he will not have any garages facing Avery Road on the lots that are opposite facing 
Avery Road. He said there are only 12, 75-foot lots in this area. He said all the other lots are 86 feet 

or larger and all the lots in Section A are 100 feet or larger. He said homes in Section A will be 
custom-built homes. He said he was sure his son would be building on those lots but there will be 

other builders, too. He predicts that will be a very expensive area ($750,000 - $900,000). He said the 

homes planned for Section B will be $550,000 - $700,000; and the empty-nester homes should 
probably be in the $600,000 - $700,000 range and maybe higher. 

 
15) That the applicant provides membership information for the Architectural Review 

Committee to the satisfaction of Planning as part of the Final Development Plan. 
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Mr. Ruma stated there will be an architect, a developer, and a landscape architect on that committee 

to determine approval of the plans. 
 

Mr. Ruma said he has 20 reasons why the Commission should approve this site. He emphasized he needs 
approval to move ahead, out of PZC and get to City Council. He said the American Italian Golf Association 

needs an answer. He said the association can either buy another golf course or they can get themselves 
out of debt and plan on their own future. He said the association needs to know what to do with their 

golf course in this upcoming season. He indicated this is been a real problem and apologized for taking 

this long to return to the Commission. He said this is a new Planning and Zoning Commission, they are 
here, and are asking for a decision.  

 
Mr. Ruma said he would work on architectural renderings, provide pictures, and will deal with the 

neighbors to fix problems. He said if someone would tell him what is wrong, he could fix it. He concluded 

his comments by asking again for approval.  
 

Todd Zimmerman said he has been to a few APA conferences, has listened to Randall Arendt, and the 
applicant has made the numbers for Conservation Design. He asked Staff if the design is there that 

Dublin would expect.  

 
Ms. Husak said she had to refer back to something that Mr. Ruma said earlier in his part of the 

presentation, that we do not have in the City a single development that has met the Conservation Design 
resolution principles to the point, each and every one of them that is there, that alone sets this 

development apart from anything else that we have.  
 

Mr. Zimmerman asked if this was a vision for what Staff would have expected for Conservation Design. 

 
Ms. Husak replied yes. She said there have been a few comments at City Council when we have taken 

residential products forward in the last couple of years (Links of Ballantrae comes to mind and Avondale 
Woods specifically where some of the Council members had concerns about lack of open space behind 

lots or lots backing up to open space). She said in this instance, each and every lot has open space 

behind it.  
 

Mr. Zimmerman said he brought this up for the other members on this Commission that have not had the 
experience of APA or heard different talks on Conservation Design. He said he wanted to ensure that 

Staff was comfortable with this proposal and it was as good as it gets. 
 

Ms. Husak said the site is somewhat unique that the Conservation is really all man-made features except 

for the streams; there is not a large woodland area in this site. She said there are areas you cannot build 
on anyways but you have to preserve them.  

 
Mr. Zimmerman said the topography of the site has a lot of grade changes.  

 

Mr. Zimmerman indicated he would like to see a minimum 30-year asphalt shingle added to the roof 
materials required as part of the architectural standards. He referenced the windows on #2 and asked if 

an awning style window could be added to the text. He said he would like to see vinyl and PVC shutters 
removed.  

 

Mr. Ruma said the latest and best material for shutters is PVC as it does not warp or peel and holds its 
color. He said he would be glad to remove vinyl as a permitted material for shutters.  

 
Mr. Zimmerman indicated that is fine because he has seen vinyl over time lose its color very rapidly.  
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Mr. Brown stated the PVC shutter does hold up.  

 

Mr. Zimmerman questioned the configuration of materials. He asked if a house had to be clad in two 
materials or if there could be an all brick or an all stone house.  

 
Ms. Newell said there is similar text and terminology in our Architectural Review Standards. She said an 

all brick home is considered lovely. She indicated there are incidences where an all siding home can be 
very attractive. She said she believes that text was added to prevent the repetitiveness of having three 

homes in a row with siding. She said when you try to put architectural elements in text alone, it is 

difficult to illustrate the result. She said for eliminating one thing, you are taking away another possibility 
but there was good reason why that language was added.  

 
Ms. De Rosa said she recognizes this has taken some time and many of us were not here when this was 

started. She said she has seen the past recordings, as she assumes her fellow new members have, so as 

a “newbie” on this, it has been incredibly heartwarming to see how well the work has advanced and how 
hard everybody is working together. She said she believes this was worth the time and effort as we are 

getting close to having something that seems to work around the ring. 
 

Ms. De Rosa said there have been discussions about ensuring diversity in the architectural design. She 

said based on your experience, the drawings, the discussion, the requirement to have diversity it sounds 
to her like that is what the community is stating is the piece that is missing. She said she believes it is 

more about putting it on paper than disagreeing about what it is. She indicated we are in agreement but 
maybe we do not see it yet on the paper.  

 
Mr. Ruma said there will be a matrix set up so no two similar houses can be beside each other, or two 

houses away, or across from each other so there is a guide for builders and the Architectural Review 

Committee.  
 

Ms. De Rosa asked Staff if a matrix is something the Commission would expect to see at this level. 
 

Ms. Husak said the architectural diversity requirements are currently in the development text and the 

matrix is due at the Final Development stage.  
 

Mr. Brown inquired about transition on corners; he asked if that was returnable materials off the main 
façade to an adjacent façade. He asked what that specifically addressed. He inquired about garage 

setbacks related to massing.  
 

Mr. Ruma said there would be a variety of garage locations. He said some will be behind the front façade, 

some tied into a porch, and a lot of them will be side-loaded. He said on the 100-foot lots there will be 
side-loaded with garage doors to the outside, a number of the interior lots/Section B lots will be 

courtyard where garages would be off a courtyard toward the front door, and some will be front-loaded 
garages.  

 

Mr. Brown referred to Mr. Walter’s comments about the development text where one shows pictures and 
the other does not. He asked where the main contention is between the two, between Mr. Ruma’s text 

and Mr. Walter’s perspective including the whole Dublin Association.  
 

Mr. Ruma said regardless of if they are approved tonight, he plans to sit down with Mr. Walter and figure 

it out. He said the language is all the same; and the pictures are the difference to describe what they 
want to see.  

 
Ms. Husak reported in the Tartan Ridge text, each of the styles permitted in the development text has a 

picture illustrating that style. 
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Mr. Brown indicated he had seen those in a lot of planned communities.  

 
Mr. Ruma said we have mentioned those styles in the text but have not shown pictures.  

 
Deborah Mitchell said it makes sense to her that the residents would want to see pictures, and she would 

like to see the quality detail in pictures as well; something along the lines of the Tartan Ridge model. She 
said that would be an important piece given everyone’s comfort level. She indicated that words are 

powerful but can also be ambiguous. She stated the more pictures the better.  

 
Ms. Mitchell inquired about condition #6 because Mr. Ruma had said the connector would be a real threat 

to the integrity of Conservation Design.  
 

Ms. Wawszkiewicz said it is important to look at the big picture on this one because the more connections 

you make, the better you disburse traffic. She said we have been talking about this in the Bridge Street 
District and it fits this scenario where the more options given to drivers the better the traffic works 

everywhere. She said the connection to Tartan would suffer if there was not another way to get out to 
Hyland-Croy. She anticipates the cut through traffic in Belvedere would become worse. She said 

engineering knows that the Avery/Brand Road intersection is a problem and are addressing it.  

 
Ms. Mitchell asked if Staff sees a trade-off between the integrity of Conservation Design versus the need 

for traffic management. 
 

Ms. Husak said it is still part of the Community Plan and there are streets stubbing into Riviera for a 
reason because Planners before us have realized the importance of connections being made throughout 

the community regardless of the kind of design.  

 
Ms. Mitchell asked for clarity; she said Staff does not believe it is a trade-off. 

 
Ms. Husak said the traffic safety and distribution is a higher priority.  

 

Mr. Ruma said what we are really talking about is neighborhood to neighborhood traffic verses traffic 
coming from off-site, unconnected, through this site because it goes to the high school; that is the 

difference. He said we are really saying we are taking traffic from off-site and bringing it through this 
area to go to the high school rather than directing it to the collector streets where it should be. He 

reiterated he needed to get this application approved.  
 

Mr. Brown said he is not a traffic engineer but he tries to drive down Coffman Road in the morning and 

frankly he would rather have high school traffic on the collector roads than driving through the 
neighborhoods. He said there is some merit to what Mr. Ruma is saying. He said he does not totally 

disagree with engineering as he always sees the merit in additional connections but knows how the 
students drive through neighborhoods and again would rather have them on the collector streets.  

 

Mr. Ruma said if the City fixes the Brand/Avery intersection by putting the right kind of traffic control 
circle there, and traffic moves constantly, there will not be students going through Belvedere.  

 
Ms. Mitchell said the intent of this neighborhood is walkability and family orientation other than the 

empty nesters of that area. To that point, she said people cutting through would be more of a threat to 

walkability.  
 

Mr. Ruma agreed with Ms. Mitchell’s statement. He said most of the high school students probably walk 
or ride a bike.  
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Mr. Brown said they drive.  

 

Ms. Newell said more children probably do drive because many of them go to sports activities 
immediately after school, and many have jobs after school. She said her two daughters lived within 

walking distance of the school, needed to be there at the same time but both drove separately because 
they needed to go separate directions after school for sports activities. She believes that happens a lot in 

the City of Dublin. She said she has never seen a lot of kids walking in her particular neighborhood. 
 

Ms. Newell said there is public perception that there is a lot of cut-through traffic on Tara Hill, assuming 

to get from one direction to the other. She said she knows traffic studies were done on that area. She 
asked if other such studies have been done in other periods. 

 
Ms. Wawszkiewicz said Tara Hill is the most intense. She said through that process, a revised traffic 

calming program was developed that is in place now and part of that program sets out some limitations 

and some expectations for cut-through traffic and where there seems to be an acceptable threshold.  
 

Ms. Wawszkiewicz said a connector with three right turns to get from Avery Road to Hyland-Croy is not 
going to be all that attractive. She said there will be a lot of mutual benefits for neighborhood 

connectivity. She believes the traffic from Avery Road directly to Hyland-Croy would be low. 

 
Ms. Newell thanked Mr. Ruma for the effort he has made. She noted the substantial changes he had 

made based on the Commissions comments thus far but she still has some reservations about the 
architectural details. She compared the text from the November proposal to today’s proposal and said the 

vast majority of the text is the same. She indicated she went through the Architectural Standards noting 
the vinyl siding, roof slopes, and decorative garages. She said while the words are wonderful, the words 

do not provide a visual illustration of what is associated with the meaning of those texts. She said we see 

that so often and there have been some cases recently where it is wonderful to get this far with a 
development but sometimes developments do not always proceed. She said it was the architectural 

illustrations that provide the Commissioners with something to refer back to when property had changed 
hands and being developed by new applicants. She said having those illustrations added something to 

the property owners so they knew exactly what was expected. She said that was the one thing she had 

hoped she would see along with this application.  
 

Ms. Newell asked where the pedestrian crossing is supposed to be.  
 

Ms. Wawszkiewicz said the applicant reviewed this proposed pedestrian crossing in their traffic impact 
study. She said the location is not tremendously obvious because there is not an immediate bike or 

pedestrian facility right along the eastern edge of Avery Road. She said there is a decent location down at 

the Memorial Drive intersection where the Muirfield path could be tied in on the east side and the existing 
Avery Road path on the west side to help integrate these communities.  

 
Ms. Newell asked about that intersection and asked if there were walks on one side.  

 

Ms. Wawszkiewicz said there are not any current curb ramps and that would be part of the applicant’s 
responsibility to actually bring the connection to Avery Road itself.  

 
Mr. Miller asked if there was a sidewalk on Memorial Drive. Ms. Wawszkiewicz answered there was not. 

 

Mr. Miller clarified the pedestrian would cross over to a well. Ms. Wawszkiewicz said there is a path that 
takes off to the north. She indicated Muirfield in general lacks the roadside pedestrian access. 

 
Mr. Miller asked if going under Avery Road was an option.  
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Ms. Wawszkiewicz said there is a tunnel at the north end of the schools by Grizzell Middle School.  

 

Mr. Miller asked if the crossing for Avery Road at Memorial Drive is located at the driving range. He said 
he was envisioning crossing Avery Road at St. Bridget’s Church on a Sunday morning. He said he was not 

sure how to stop people that want to cross Avery Road.  
 

Ms. Newell stated it is really important to have that interconnection between neighborhoods, especially 
with the amount of conservation land and park land that will be owned by the City, available to all 

residents.  

 
Mr. Brown agreed there should be a crosswalk there but also the path that connects Albany Circle that 

juts out towards Avery Road; it would be nice to swing that around to the south. He said engineers 
always do paths rectilinear. He said people do not walk that way. He said every college campus has 

learned you put in a building, you let people walk, and then a path is constructed.  

 
Ms. Newell said aluminum, vinyl, and PVC were listed in the development text for allowable trim 

materials. She said the Commission has asked that vinyl be removed from most of our text recently. She 
said she has the same concern with PVC; it can be a really good product but there are no qualifications to 

what the vinyl or PVC material would be. She indicated there can be a lot of very good products of PVC, 

and admitted it was easier to omit certain materials 20 years ago, it is harder now because there is a lot 
more variety of better quality materials. She said as a Commissioner making decisions, we cannot discern 

the quality of one material to another when there are not examples. She said there are issues with PVC 
being painted.  

 
Ms. Husak confirmed what the text stated.  

 

Ms. Newell asked if the development of the Architectural Standards be brought in at the Final 
Development Plan stage or if they needed to be considered in the application this evening.  

 
Ms. Husak said she did not know how to defer that.  

 

Jennifer Readler said if the Commission wants illustrations to be part of the text, that is what the 
Commission is being asked to approve right now. She explained text modifications could be made at the 

Final Development Plan but typically they are minor in nature. She said it was possible to make the 
illustrations a condition and bring in samples at City Council. 

 
Ms. Newell said if the Commission did that, they would be asking Council to make decisions on 

architectural elements and design, which are really the Commission’s task and responsibility. She said she 

would be more comfortable to see those illustrations and examples now.  
 

Mr. Ruma said he recently remodeled his house on Cape Cod facing the northeast, subject to heavy 
winds, rain, snow, and salt water. He explained they had oak corner boards and but had to constantly 

replace them until they installed PVC. He said PVC boards are straight, strong, hold color, and are of 

extraordinarily good quality.  
 

Ms. Newell admitted she replaced the wood boards on her house a lot. She restated her concern with 
architectural text not specifying materials and also not having those illustrations of what is intended by 

the text to be judged against. She said text alone only leaves it more open-ended. She said she looked at 

what they are giving up when not passing the zoning this evening and compared the proposal with what 
would be allowed under current zoning. 

 
Mr. Ruma said it is not fair to do that.  
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Ms. Newell said it is fair in terms of what the criteria/standards are that the Commission is being asked to 

judge this project against. She said she was stating that because one of the criteria is that you are 

meeting or exceeding the standards for which the Commission would accept that development. She 
stated the only thing missing for her and her fellow Commissioners is the final development of those 

architectural details.  
 

Mr. Ruma said when he reviewed the architectural standards for Belvedere, there was practically nothing; 
the architectural standards for Tartan West contain just a half a page and most of it was architectural 

diversity; the standards for Celtic Crossing, which was approved last year; and the standards of Tartan 

Ridge. He said when he reviews what the Commission has approved in the past, he assumed he would be 
in line if he did the same kind of thing. He said we did that in November and then expanded it for this 

meeting. He indicated he has gone well beyond what is really necessary here. He said he can understand 
the Commission’s desire to feel comfortable. He said he is committed to adding pictures/illustrations but 

they would not change the words.  

 
Ms. Newell said his commitment for the illustrations makes a difference. She said they illustrate to the 

Commissioners and the developers what that exact intent is, and sometimes that intent in the text is not 
always communicated clearly. She stated she would like to see pictures/illustrations before she cast her 

final vote, otherwise she is very supportive of the project. She emphasized she wanted that complete 

package.  
 

Mr. Ruma asked the Commission if they were in support of him replacing the lots rather than removing 
them.  

 
Ms. Newell said if she knew where they were going to go, that would potentially make a difference. She 

said she does not see where he is going to put them at the moment.  

 
Mr. Ruma said there are several locations. He said he wanted to study the tree survey before he places 

them. He said he is certain he has more than enough space to fit three lots that will not affect tree 
preservation. He said more than likely, the entrance part will be diminished by 100 feet. 

 

Ms. Newell said she would like to see the results of that. She indicated there is a little bit of give and take 
there between Staff’s requests of eliminating the lots and Mr. Ruma’s desire to keep them. She said she 

is not opposed to keeping the lots as long as something else is not sacrificed. She emphasized the 
importance of tree preservation. She asked Mr. Ruma to allow the Commission to review this further.  

 
Mr. Brown said he is not opposed to lot replacement. He indicated he did not think the entry part was 

fundamental to the whole development. He said he reviewed what was planted versus what was original 

in the flood plain. He noted one of the pictures shown of what the site looked like initially and what it 
looked like 30 years later where the trees showed up. He said he hates waiting 30 years for trees that are 

removed to develop something and replaced to come back to that same scale. He said a phenomenal job 
of tree preservation was done at Wedgewood. He said there are a lot of great trees that were planted 

four years ago, that have matured. He indicated he would hate to see the lots cleared prior to a builder 

starting to develop on that lot. He said there are so many great trees on that first fairway that are 
mature, salvageable, and can be worked around. He indicated if he was buying a premium lot and he 

could buy something with mature trees, that is what he would want.  
 

Mr. Ruma said you can well those trees as they did in Wedgewood to protect them and change grade 

elevations. 
 

Mr. Brown said it is up to the builders to well them.  
 



Dublin Planning and Zoning Commission 
March 26, 2015 – Meeting Minutes 

Page 23 of 26 

 
Mr. Ruma noted Wedgewood Hills, which is in Dublin that is phenomenal. He said it is exactly what Mr. 

Brown is saying; he saved 90% of those trees on those lots. He explained a house has to sit someplace. 

He understands if you put a foundation too close to a tree it is going to die.  
 

Mr. Brown said the mistake that is still sticking in everyone’s mind is Wellington Reserve. He said he 
drives by that every day and cringes. He said he hates the detention pond, the retention pond, the buffer 

that was cleared against the neighbors, and the mature trees that were knocked down. He said no one 
stood up and protected those trees.  

 

Mr. Ruma said Wellington Reserve had a 20-foot drop from west to east and all of that water was flowing 
down into the backyards of those who lived on the backside of Wellington Reserve. He said that was a 

serious problem and the water had to be stopped. He said when you start changing grade, you start 
losing trees. He indicated it was a shame to lose a good sense of those trees but they are all being 

replaced.  

 
Mr. Brown said 30 years from now they will look decent.  

 
Mr. Zimmerman inquired about driveways and sidewalks as there is nothing listed as a permitted material 

in the architectural standards and he would like to see brick, concrete, or pavers and not the use of 

asphalt.  
 

Mr. Ruma said he does not use concrete for driveways because it does nothing but go bad (flakes, 
cracks, stains). He said if a buyer asked for concrete however, he would give it to them. He said all the 

sidewalks would be concrete, brick, or pavers.  
 

Mr. Zimmerman said he has had asphalt twice and been discouraged by it and with the house he is 

building right now he is using concrete.  He said the cost factor right now is $200 - $300 a driveway; it is 
pretty close. He said it is hard to maintain and take care of, same as asphalt. Other members said they 

agreed.  
 

Ms. Newell said she had a personal preference. She said she had an asphalt driveway that really needs to 

be replaced but she takes good care of it but when it becomes time, she would replace it with pavers.  
 

Mr. Miller asked Ms. Husak to alter the colors she used on her plans as it was hard for him to distinguish 
certain colors. He said this is a great project. He said he was sorry he was not here in November to 

address some of these issues. He stated the connector is a ‘got to have’ for a yes vote from him. He said 
he thinks Mr. Ruma would agree to the connector. He said Subarea C is an opportunity to really make 

this project pop. He inquired about the appearance intent of the cluster/empty-nester homes. He stated 

that is a type of housing that is going to be of value and can really make this a special place. He said he 
has a hard time understanding what that is going to look like. He said if it is a bunch of ranches on a 

bunch of skinny lots, he would not be supportive.  
 

Mr. Ruma said more than likely the cluster/empty-nester homes will be a story and a half.  

 
Mr. Brown said if he could just see that, he would be a lot more comfortable. He said if Mr. Ruma can 

make Timble Falls Drive less of an enticement to cut through by putting those lots in some way, shape, 
or form, he would be very supportive of that.  

 

Mr. Brown said he hopes Ms. Salay’s comments were entered into the record and hoped they would get 
addressed in some way, shape, or form.  
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Jeff Brown said, in terms of that senior housing/empty-nester housing, the text calls for that. He said if 

that happens, when they do the Final Development Plan they would bring in building architecture for the 

Commission to review at that time. 
 

Mr. Brown confirmed that is not a commitment to doing that.  
 

Mr. Ruma said it is a commitment for them to come back with that product to show the Commission.  
 

The Chair asked Mr. Ruma what he would like to do. He said he did not believe he would get the 

Commission’s approval vote if he did not do something about pictures.  
 

Ms. Newell restated for herself, the pictures are not completing this package for her. She commended Mr. 
Ruma for his time and knows he has a financial expenditure. She said she appreciates that he has been 

working with Staff and the community.  

 
Mr. Brown said he has been contentious but with the effort Mr. Ruma has put forth, it is a great project. 

He said he believes the applicant is doing the right thing and is so close to the finish line. He said it has 
to be super emotional for the American Italian Golf Association. He thanked all the neighbors that have 

stepped up and cooperated and had all these meetings with the applicant; he said this is tremendous 

input and this is how this process is supposed to work.  
 

Mr. Ruma asked if the first PZC meeting he would be eligible for would be April 9th.  Ms. Husak confirmed 
that date but would need materials on Monday, March 30th.  

 
Mr. Oddi said this is a tremendous financial burden for them; every day they bleed thousands of dollars. 

He said they were prepared for an 18 month process and now they are at 28 months. He said he 

understands the Commission wanting to see the pictures. He said two more weeks is not a big deal but it 
is. Because that two weeks turns into two more weeks after that, and they are going to lose everything 

they have. He said he knows there are no guarantees but is asking for respect and not anything the 
Commission would not give anybody else. He said it is not just the money it is who they are; every day is 

depleting. He said if they could return April 9th and everybody is happy, they will be happy.  

 
Ms. Newell said if Mr. Ruma follows through with what he was going to do, and presents good quality, 

that would complete this package.  
 

Ms. Mitchell agreed that was the only thing missing for her. 
 

Mr. Ruma asked if there was some way he could submit and receive feedback before returning to the 

Commission. He said he will fix things and make things happen. He said the feedback is really helpful.  
 

Mr. Ruma asked that the application be tabled until April 9, 2015.  
 

Ms. Husak asked for clarification on a few things before moving forward:  

 
 Return materials at corners – Ms. Husak asked if an 8-inch return was the standard desired; the 

text states 8 – 12 inches.  

 
Ms. Newell said 12 inches is not a typical masonry dimension but rather 8, 16, or 24 inches. Ms. Newell 

said 8 inches is a little weak; she would rather see 16 inches.  

 
Mr. Brown said he was not opposed to the latitude of 8 inches but more is better. He said sometimes 

there is a weird corner to be contended with.  
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 Two cladding styles – Ms. Husak indicated she did not get a consensus on that. She said there 

are colonial homes in Tartan Ridge that have siding with a brick course. She asked if that was 

considered two cladding materials. The answer was yes.  

 
 Driveways – Ms. Husak confirmed the permitted materials were concrete, pavers, or brick, which 

can all complement each other; no black asphalt. 

 
Mr. Brown asked for verbiage about tree protection. He said he was not certain how to define or check 

that but would appreciate some comfort on that.  
 

Mr. Ruma indicated he thought he had tree protection language.  

 
Mr. Ruma asked Ms. Husak when he would have to submit his materials that were requested this 

evening. She responded the materials would need to be submitted by the end of the day on Wednesday, 
April 1 because the materials go to the Commission for review on Friday, April 3.  

 

Ms. Newell asked if a concession could be made for the timing of materials to arrive later than normal. 
She said she would be happy to have less time to review and would do her due diligence if her fellow 

Commissioners would support it. She said she appreciates her applicant’s willingness to work with us and 
understands the time constraint on the owner of the property as well. She said she would be happy to 

make a concession on the arrival of her packets to allow the applicant more time for submission.  

 
Ms. Husak said that could certainly be worked out.  

 
Ms. Newell asked if it was acceptable to everyone else. The Commission agreed to the concession. 

 
Ms. Husak asked if the waiving of the material deadline be stated as part of the motion. The Chair 

agreed. 

 
Mr. Walter said he did not want to be an impediment to the timeline that is being established for material 

submittal. He said the things Mr. Ruma said tonight are things the neighborhoods support and would look 
to have codified. He said their largest concern is that the phases down the road will be developed by 

other developers and so while the applicant is stating wanting to well the trees, M/I Homes may not. He 

said he wants to see a picture this body agrees with such that future builders understand the intent of 
the Commission tonight. He emphasized the need from a neighborhood perspective. 

 
Motion and Vote 

Ms. Newell motioned, Mr. Zimmerman seconded, to Table this case and additionally for the applicant 
waiver for the timeframe for the return of the next application so they can be heard at the next meeting 

on April 9, 2015. The vote was as follows: Ms. Mitchell, yes; Mr. Miller, yes; Mr. Brown, yes; Ms. De Rosa, 

yes; Mr. Zimmerman, yes; and Ms. Newell, yes. (Approved 6 – 0) 
 

Communications 
Ms. Husak said this was Todd Zimmerman’s last meeting. She said he did not want a plaque so a treat 

basket was presented to him from Staff. She reported Mr. Zimmerman had been on the Planning and 

Zoning Commission for over 10 years, appointed first in 2002. She told him how much Staff has enjoyed 
working with him, he has been a great mentor, and stuck it out all these years. She said he will truly be 

missed.  
 

Todd Zimmerman thanked Staff; it has been a great last nine months. He said he has enjoyed working 

with everyone and said Victoria Newell was doing a great job as Chair. He told the new Commission 
members attending the APA Conference that they will find how good a staff they have.  
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Victoria Newell said it has been a real honor to serve with him and one of her favorite Commission 

members when she was on the other side of the bench because he treated applicants fairly.  

 
Mr. Zimmerman said it is so important that everyone is comfortable on both sides.  

 
 

 
The Chair adjourned the meeting at 10:49 p.m. 

 

 
 

As approved by the Planning and Zoning Commission on ___________2015. 









PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 
 

MEETING MINUTES 
 

NOVEMBER 13, 2014 
 
 
AGENDA 
 
1. Riviera                8025 Avery Road 
 14-068Z/PDP/PP   Rezoning/Preliminary Development Plan (Tabled) 

               Preliminary Plat (Tabled) 

 
 

The Chair, Chris Amorose Groomes, called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. and led the Pledge of 
Allegiance. Other Commission members present were, City Council Representative Amy Salay, Todd 

Zimmerman, Richard Taylor, and Victoria Newell. Amy Kramb and John Hardt were absent. City 
representatives present were Jennifer Readler, Steve Langworthy, Claudia Husak, Tina Wawszkiewicz, 

Aaron Stanford, Gary Gunderman, Devayani Puranik, Marie Downie, Sue Burness, Newar Messina, Nicki 

Martin, Paul Hammersmith, and Laurie Wright. 
 

Administrative Business 
 

Motion and Vote 

Mr. Taylor moved, Mr. Zimmerman seconded, to accept the documents into the record. The vote was as 
follows: Ms. Salay, yes; Ms. Newell, yes; Ms. Amorose Groomes, yes; Mr. Zimmerman, yes; and Mr. 

Taylor, yes. (Approved 5 – 0) 
 

The Chair briefly explained the rules and procedures of the Planning and Zoning Commission. She said 

there was only one case on the agenda this evening. She said Staff will give a presentation first, next the 
applicant will be invited to make any additional comments with respect to their case, and lastly, public 

comments will be heard. She reported that 10 people had signed up to speak and would be heard first 
but then anyone else wishing to address the Commission would have the opportunity. She indicated that 

45 letters had been received by the Commission from members of the community, and they have all read 
them and were made part of the public record. She requested that comments be limited to information 

that had not already been stated by previous speakers.  

 
 

1. Riviera                8025 Avery Road 
 14-068Z/PDP/PP       Rezoning/Preliminary Development Plan 

Preliminary Plat 

       
The Chair, Ms. Amorose Groomes, introduced this application for a request for a rezoning of 

approximately 168 acres from R, Rural District and R-1, Restricted Suburban Residential District to PUD, 
Planned Unit Development District for the potential development of the site with up to 240 single-family 

lots and approximately 60 acres of open space. She said the site is on the west side of Avery Road, north 
of the intersection with Memorial Drive. 

 

The Chair swore in anyone intending to address the Commission on this case. 
 

Claudia Husak said several staff members will also be part of this presentation. She presented a slide 
explaining the process of a Planned Unit Development. She reported the Planning and Zoning 
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Commission reviewed a concept plan in March 2014 for the Riviera Club proposal, which is the first step 

in a PUD application for establishing the planned district. She said a planned district means the request is 

for a rezoning to a district that is not currently in the Zoning Code but will have its own development 
regulations. Ms. Husak said that at that meeting, feedback was given and public testimony heard but no 

votes were taken at that time. She said the second step of this process is the rezoning with a Preliminary 
Development Plan and a Preliminary Plat that is the first formal stage step to establish a PUD. She said 

this includes a development text, with development regulations that will be applicable to this site from 
here on out. She added it also includes a Preliminary Development Plan, which has the site layout, the 

access, street design, open space locations, pedestrian circulation, a preliminary tree survey and the 

replacement information and utility plan as well as the Preliminary Plat. She said at this stage, the 
Planning and Zoning Commission provides a recommendation to City Council as this requires legislative 

action; approval by City Council would constitute the rezoning to a Planned Unit Development District. 
She said the third step is the Final Development Plan and Final Plat, which includes all final details for the 

development and those usually happen in stages or sections.  

 
Ms. Husak presented the site that is adjacent to three Dublin City Schools: Dublin Jerome High School to 

the southwest, Grizzell Middle School and Deer Run Elementary School to the northeast. She added 
adjacent neighborhoods include Belvedere and Shannon Glen to the south, Tartan West to the north, and 

to the east is Muirfield Village. She noted the county boundaries and the site is in three counties: 

Franklin, Delaware, and Union.  
 

Ms. Husak described the site that is 167.1 acres but is shown on the county’s website as 168 acres. She 
said it has been surveyed and verified that 167.1 acres is accurate. She said it has 2,000 feet of frontage 

on the east side of Avery Road and has been a golf course since 1970. She indicated there are two 
access points on Avery Road that are accessing the parking lot for the clubhouse and banquet facility. 

She stated that natural features include two tributary streams to the North Fork of the Indian Run, which 

converge at the center of the site flowing south into Shannon Glen Park. She added a wooded area is in 
the northwest portion of the site with tree rows along the western and southern site boundaries and 

there are many mature trees existing on the site. 
 

Ms. Husak showed a view of the concept plan that the Commission reviewed in March. She said the 

proposal included 284 single-family lots at a density of ±1.7 units to the acre with 35% of the site 
dedicated to open space.  

 
Ms. Husak showed a view of the Community Plan that showed the site as parks and open space. She said 

this site was dedicated as Parks and Open Space in the 2007 Plan update, which staff did specifically at 
the request of the ownership of the golf course at that time. She explained the Parks and Open Space 

designation is described as land used for public or privately owned parks and recreational uses that 

allows the land to be preserved in a natural state. She said this classification may include portions of 
private lands that have been identified Open Space designations for future development projects but not 

necessarily targeted for public dedication or acquisition.  
 

Ms. Husak showed the surrounding densities of the site that are 1 to 2 units per acre. She explained the 

zoning of the site is R-1, Restricted Suburban Residential District and R, Rural District, which both permit 
single-family lots and have the same development standards, which are 40,000-square-foot lots with 150-

foot lot depth. Permitted are agricultural parks and public schools, she said.  
 

Ms. Husak addressed the relationship between the Community Plan and the Zoning Code as it is critical to 

this application and commonly misunderstood. She explained the Community Plan is a statement of policy 
while the Zoning Code is a law. She added the Community Plan is a document, which states general 

principles and no specific issues upon which development and the City is evaluated. She explained the 
plan itself has no direct legal authority and its adoption does regulate or change the use of land while 

modifications of the Zoning Code can change uses to which the land may be developed or altered in the 
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regulations that affect the site. She said the Community Plan affects the future use of land while the 

Zoning Code affects the use of land today.  

 
Ms. Husak presented a map that Staff provided during the concept plan review where analysis was 

provided on how the proposed development would fit within the surrounding context in terms of density. 
She said the research has been done based on plats that were provided for the northern developments 

and for Muirfield; Staff did a calculation based on picking an area and counting rooftops based on aerial 
photography. The density results she said were 1.27 units per acre, which included also the commercial 

lands within that area. 

 
Ms. Husak presented the proposed Preliminary Development Plan that includes 240 single-family lots with 

access from Avery Road on Riviera Boulevard that terminates into a 2.1-acre central open space around 
which single-family lots are located. Secondary connections she said are provided through Tantalus Drive 

and Timble Falls Drive south to the Belvedere subdivision and Firenza Place west to Tartan West. She 

added a stub street is proposed on the west edge of the site to provide for a future street connection to 
Hyland-Croy Road.  

 
Ms. Husak reported that Subarea D at the southwest corner of the development is programmed as a 

potential elementary school with associated improvements. She said if Dublin City Schools does not elect 

to use the site, it would remain as 15 acres of open space reserved to be owned by the City of Dublin. 
 

Ms. Husak provided a map that the applicant prepared showing the surrounding densities, which resulted 
in 1.4 units to the acre for Muirfield Village and is probably more accurate than what Staff has provided. 

In March, she said, 284 lots were proposed with a density of 1.7 units to the acre, and tonight two 
numbers are proposed: 1) 240 lots with 1.5 units to the acre with the school site taken out; and 2) 240 

lots at 167 acres for the total site that equates to a density of 1.44 units per acre.  

 
Ms. Husak showed the four subareas the applicant is proposing and noted the locations on the map and 

explained the lot sizes and setbacks are very similar to the surrounding neighborhoods. She presented a 
map of the open spaces proposed and she noted the 52 acres, which the City of Dublin will own and will 

maintain, and the other 11 acres of open space will be maintained by the Homeowner’s Association. She 

said Planning is concerned that lots within a couple of these subareas impede views into the open spaces 
and has conditioned the removal of Lots 144 and 169 in Subarea ‘B’, and Lots 43 and 240 in Subarea ‘A’ 

to establish a greater open view corridor connecting Reserves ‘J’, ‘H’, and ‘I’. 
 

Ms. Husak said Steve Langworthy has some remarks regarding Conservation Design. 
 

Steve Langworthy said Staff has been asked about the Conservation Design resolution that Council 

passed in 2004. He reported the concept of conservation design was first put forward by Randall Arendt 
in his “Conservation Design for Subdivision: A Practical Guide to Creating Open Space Networks,” 

published in 1996. He indicated the guidebook was used by many communities to revise their zoning 
regulation (particularly planned development regulation) to take into account existing natural features 

such as woodlots, steep slopes, and other natural features that might exist on various properties. He 

explained this book set forth an elementary design process of identifying potential conservation areas, 
locating home sites, designing street alignments and trails, and filling in lot lines accordingly. He added 

the potential conservation areas noted were unbuildable wetlands, floodplains, and steep slopes, and 
where present, historic, cultural, or scenic features that cause them to stand out. 

 

Mr. Langworthy said sometimes this Conservation Design has been mistaken as being a type of 
subdivision when in fact it is a process to derive a subdivision. He added this process was also used for 

farmland in the east as a farmland conservation method.  
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Mr. Langworthy stated he has seen a lot of subdivisions developed during his term with the City of Dublin 

and said this was the first time the Conservation Design was considered for an application. He said early 

on, the developer was asked to provide maps of the site’s natural features and how they were treating 
them as part of their development. He said the developer used this process and planned the house sites 

around the natural features. He said Staff believes the concepts highlighted in the City’s Conservation 
Design Resolution have been incorporated by the developer to the extent possible. He noted on maps to 

show where and how the developer applied the conservation design principles. He said aerial photos 
showed what was on this property before it was developed into a golf course and some of the natural 

features had been disturbed back then. 

 
Ms. Husak said one other plan that was included within the Preliminary Development Plan is a path 

connection illustration, which shows all the shared use paths and sidewalks. She said the developer plans 
to use some of the cart paths on the site but certain standards will have to be met. She indicated the 

applicant has also worked with Dublin City Schools to provide paths for walking or biking to the adjacent 

schools to which she highlighted on the map.  
 

Ms. Husak introduced Tina Wawskiewicz, traffic engineer. 
 

Ms. Wawskiewicz said the traffic study for any rezoning process is for Staff to understand the impact of 

the proposed land use on the roadway infrastructure and it is a tool to help determine the developer’s 
responsibility for their site access points as well as their impact to off-site infrastructure. She presented 

the locations that were studied for the Riviera site. She said with the proposed rezoning, the majority of 
the site is single-family homes and the potential school site would add trips to the existing infrastructure. 

She said realistically there would also be some reductions with the existing golf course being converted. 
She pointed out the ITE trip generation rates were used to develop these and they concentrated on the 

peak hours (1 hour taken out of a 2-hour period of a count). She said a traffic count would be taken from 

7 – 9 am, the highest 1-hour volume within that 2-hour period would be used. She said a benefit of 
potentially moving the school internally, connecting to the homes, alleviates the trips outside of the 

roadway network, such as Avery Road, Brand Road, and Hyland-Croy. She said it is important to have a 
direct connection to Hyland-Croy Road to help distribute the trips in the area and she presented graphics 

to highlight her point.  

 
Ms. Wawskiewicz said the developer would be responsible for improving Avery Road at their site drive 

and would need to connect with Hyland-Croy Road. She added a pedestrian crossing would be requested 
for Avery Road. She said for off-site contributions, percentages would be calculated based on site traffic 

and applied to the cost estimate for that improvement; this would be presented to the developer through 
an infrastructure agreement with City Council. She said one of the off-site locations to get a lot of interest 

is the intersection of Avery Road and Brand Road. She explained that City Council has this intersection 

included in the Capital Improvement Program.  
 

Ms. Amorose Groomes inquired about the current design fees. Ms. Wawskiewicz said the construction 
monies have not been programed yet; just the preliminary designs are in the 2014 CIP.  

 

Ms. Wawskiewicz reported they are seeing a little more than 10,000 trips per day using this intersection 
site traffic and expect an increase of about 7 percent, assuming the school will be on the site and a direct 

connection to Hyland-Croy. She said without the connection, the increase would be 8 percent. She said 
currently the intersection operates at a ‘C’ level of service overall with or without site traffic. Projecting 10 

years out, she said, staff anticipates the intersection would fail, with or without site traffic. She noted the 

other intersections to be included in the infrastructure agreement: 
 Post Road and Hyland-Croy Road  

 Jerome Road and McKitrick Road 

 Hyland-Croy Road and McKitrick Road 

 Hyland-Croy Road and Brand Road 
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Aaron Stanford provided a quick overview of the utility system from a map highlighting the proposed 

public water and fire protection. He explained this development will get access to public water by means 

of the installation of these new public water mains and fire hydrants and will connect into both existing 
16-inch public water mains at the Avery Road connection just north of the access drive as well as three 

other connections to Belvedere and Tartan West. He added there will not be any adverse impact onto the 
existing water pressure services. He said analysis from an engineering consultant recommends new 

public storm sewer mains, a series of stormwater management ponds, and the installation of new public 
sanitary sewer mains. He said the site is unique as it was previously identified as Stream Corridor 

Protection Zone (SCPZ). He said natural areas would be preserved to help the flood carrying capacity. He 

concluded the consultant’s analysis has been submitted and reviewed with four solutions and cost 
estimates for pipes and will be factored into the infrastructure agreement to be approved by City Council.  

 
Ms. Amorose Groomes inquired about the Stream Corridor Protection Zone (SCPZ). She asked if the 

ponds were an integral part of SCPZ or could the ponds be reverted back to streams. 

 
Mr. Stanford answered there is probably flexibility to do either depending on how the utilities are set up. 

He added while the ponds are important for stormwater management, Engineering also considers 
preserving the natural habitat for vegetation and wildlife to thrive. 

 

Ms. Husak said that all of these maps and analysis were part of the Preliminary Development Plan. She 
said the other piece of this application is the proposed Preliminary Plat that includes the phasing 

information, which ties to some of the infrastructure requirements, in particular, the Hyland-Croy Road 
connection. She explained the Zoning Code includes criteria for approval of the rezoning with the 

Preliminary Development Plan and Staff has identified 11 conditions: 
 

1) That the development text be updated to include language highlighting that Riviera is proposed 

near a very active high school with year-round activities and that homeowners will likely be 
affected by the noise and light that typically accompanies such activities; 

2) That the development text be updated to describe the intent of the ownership of Subarea D; 
3) That Lots 43 and 240 in Subarea A and Lots 144 and 169 in Subarea B are removed to provide 

larger open space vistas; 

4) That the development plan and text be updated to consistently name the reserves and provide 
accurate information regarding their sizes; 

5) That the applicant work with Planning to determine a method of either physically delineating 
Stream Corridor Protection Zone (SCPZ) areas, and/or ensuring the property owners are aware of 

the presence of the SCPZ and its restrictions; 
6) That the applicant provide a direct site connection to Hyland-Croy Road to the satisfaction of the 

City Engineer to be completed with Section 5 of the proposed development; 

7) That the applicant enter into an infrastructure agreement with the City, prior to submitting the 
first Final Development Plan, for development thresholds and public project contributions; 

8) That the developer revised the traffic impact study to the satisfaction of the City Engineer prior to 
a City Council hearing of the rezoning; 

9) That as part of the development of Section 1, the applicant provide a northbound left-turn lane 

on Avery Road into the site and a pedestrian crossing system for Avery Road, to the satisfaction 
of the City Engineer; 

10) That the applicant evaluates existing cart paths intended to remain on site and upgrade if 
necessary to ensure compliance with City standards; and 

11) That the development text be clarified as to the required location of the hedge for court-loaded 

garages and that sight visibility triangles will be maintained. 
 

Ms. Husak said the above conditions come with a recommendation of approval for Rezoning and 
Preliminary Development Plan. 
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Ms. Husak said the Preliminary Plat carries different criteria and approval is recommended to City Council 

for approval with one condition: 

 
1) That the Preliminary Plat be updated in terms of open space dedication, prior to Council review. 

 
The Chair invited the applicant to step forward and state his name and address for the record. 

 
Jeff Brown, attorney with Smith and Hale, 37 W. Broad Street, Columbus, Ohio, said he would be 

speaking along with Greg Chillog and Charlie Ruma. He said the applicant has been working diligently 

with Staff and neighbors to make revisions to this plan. He reported the number of units has decreased 
from 284 units to 240 units, and five acres of open space has been added. He recalled that density was a 

big question during the Concept Plan Review as to how it relates to the areas surrounding the site. He 
said the properties to the north are between 1.89 and 3.28 units per acre, to the south 1.58 and 2.0 units 

per acre, and Muirfield across the street has 1.47 units per acre. He said if the applicant was to decrease 

the development by four lots as part of one of the conditions proposed by Staff, it brings this proposal 
down to 1.412 units per acre. He concluded the applicant density is below the neighbors and they have 

more open space than adjacent property owners.  
 

Mr. Brown said Conservation Design has also been part of the conversation. He said Riviera is the ‘hole in 

the donut’. He said it was developed as a golf course, and things happened as a result of that such as 
pavement; the clubhouse and maintenance facilities; and the ponds that have been created. He believes 

the applicant has incorporated the conservation designs into the planning of this development as shown 
in the preservation of the stream corridor, the pond area, and the wooded areas with this property.  

 
Mr. Brown said contact was made between the school system and Charlie Ruma. He said with the schools 

adjacent to this site, and the desire to build another, the applicant redesigned their plan and as a result, 

committed 15 acres as open space that backs up to the high school to create a better buffer between the 
homes and was dedicated to the City of Dublin.  

 
Mr. Brown concluded that Charlie Ruma has a long history with Dublin and has done many wonderful 

projects. He said in this particular development, Mr. Ruma has tried to work with the community, 

numerous changes have been made as a result, and he understands the community standards of Dublin. 
 

Greg Chillog, The Edge Group, 330 W. Bridge Street, Columbus, Ohio, said the proposal is not just 240 
single-family homes on 167 acres. He said there are both external and internal influences on this site. He 

said they have identified the surrounding uses, the densities, and the proximity to this site and believes 
the applicant is meeting or exceeding the standards. He noted the connection to the surrounding open 

spaces/parks as well as the internal conservation areas and tree stands. He restated some of the earlier 

descriptions of this site made by Ms. Husak and Mr. Brown. Additionally, he pointed out the walking paths 
and their lengths along with entry features. He concluded that this site fits into the neighborhood and 

products were placed where they need to be.  
 

Charlie Ruma said he has been developing in central Ohio for the past 35 years, including 50 

developments, somewhere in excess of 10,000 lots, most notably, Wedgewood Hills. He said he is strict 
about architecture control, adheres to the Dublin Appearance Code, and hires an architect to approve all 

of his plans. He indicated he is planning a very high quality program for Riviera with attention to detail. 
He explained the lots are going to be 100-foot-lots and similar to the high end product of Wedgewood 

Hills.  

 
Mr. Ruma said he does not want see Riviera Golf Club go away as it has been part of the Dublin 

Community for the past 50 years but the American-Italian Golf model is not working anymore. He said 
due to the heavy competition of other golf clubs in the area, membership has dropped significantly. He 

said the golf course will lose $250,000 this year and cannot continue to operate. He said Riviera just 
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wants the same opportunities and rights that their neighbors had to develop this last remaining site in the 

area.  

 
Mr. Ruma reiterated what was requested at the Concept Plan in March: buffer area to the high school; 

usable open spaces; connectivity to the schools; age-targeted housing for empty-nesters; Avery Road 
protected; vistas and setbacks; and lower density. He said the product being proposed tonight connects 

neighborhoods and allows for a child to go from Pre-K to graduation via the bike or walking paths. He 
said they will remove the four lots suggested by Staff, which equates to 236 lots on 167.1 acres at 1.412 

units per acre for density that meets or exceeds what has been done in the area. He said the connections 

had been made. He also mentioned his conversation with the Superintendent of the Dublin City Schools 
where he was asked to reserve some space for a future school, which he has also done by dedicating this 

open space to the City of Dublin. He concluded this is a very commendable proposal and one of the best 
developments they have ever put together; they have utilized the land well, and there is a good mix of 

product.  

 
The Chair announced that the Commission has reached the public portion of the meeting and explained 

the procedures.  
 

Kevin Walter, 6289 Ross Bend, Dublin, Ohio, thanked the City of Dublin for allowing the citizens to 

formally address the Planning and Zoning Commission. He stated he represented a coalition of nine 
homeowner’s associations, and various community groups. He said their group is more than a parochial 

voice concerned about their own backyard. He shared results of their survey over the development of the 
Riviera Development. He said 2,771 people were surveyed and 696 residents responded with address 

information allowing the coalition to visually depict the strength of concern over this issue. He said the 
group’s primary objective is opposition to the rezoning.  

 

Mr. Walter said their version of an alternative “staff report” was submitted by his group with the same 
Dublin City Code review criteria but with vastly different recommendations. He said they recommend 

disapproval.  
 

Mr. Walter said in 1988, Riviera was depicted as Parks and Open Space. He said in 1997, 83 acres of the 

site was designated as Parkland in anticipation of its inclusion in the Glacier Ridge Metro Park. In 2003 he 
said, Council provided a rezoning to the R-1 classification through Ordinance 65-03. He said in 2007, the 

owner of the Riviera Golf Club requested that depiction of Parks and Open Space on the Community Plan 
and Council agreed to change the visual representation to the use of Parks and Open Space with an R-1 

classification. He said when the Community Plan was updated in 2013, the R-1 classification was 
affirmed. He said his group supports this classification and all its uses. He said they understand the 

Community Plan is a guide that is malleable, but is also the stated intention of Dublin City Council and as 

such, deviation from the plan should be considered against not only the developer application but also 
balanced against the stated intent of Council and the general welfare of the community as a whole. He 

said when the classification was affirmed in 2013, Riviera was depicted as appropriate for conservation 
design subdivision in map 3.2 B. He said Council reviewed three trend build-out scenarios and preferred 

the mid-range scenario; Riviera was designated as a conservation design development.  

 
Mr. Walter said the Staff Report picks and chooses what parts of the conservation design elements and 

Community Plan are used as it applies to the development application. He said in 2004, City Council 
passed Resolution 27-04, affirming conservation design as a desired development pattern with specificity. 

He said the Staff Report cannot be more wrong on its discussion of the requirements for the Riviera 

application to conform to conservation design principles. He argues that the Resolution does not just 
encourage conservation design but compels it. He said the passage about the meaning of Randall 

Arendt’s discussion on golf courses was completely backwards. He proceeded to read Resolution 27-04 
and shared a graphic of curvy-linear street patterns for conservation design and said Riviera’s proposed 

street grid did not look like that.  
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Mr. Walter said a Resolution maintains the same force of law as an Ordinance. He quoted the City Code 

as stating “Council shall use a Resolution where practical for any legislation of a temporary, informal, or 

ceremonial nature.” He said Resolution 204 was enacted by the City of Dublin to express what 
conservation design is, where it applies within the City, and how to use it with very prescriptive modeling. 

He said it is clear Resolution 27-04 applies to the Riviera property. He said City Staff is not at liberty to 
dismiss the importance of the resolution. Its applicability to the Riviera property would indicate the 

developer generally followed Randall Arendt’s process. He said his theories are completely irrelevant to 
this application. He said City Council has spelled out in words, pictures, and legislative action on 

numerous occasions that conservation design is important and the developer must, and the City will, 

require conservation design principles on new development in northwest Dublin.  
 

Mr. Walter indicated he has read the traffic reports and has done research to find that it appears the 
traffic study was conducted appropriately and to industry standards but has found some anomalies. He 

said Belvedere residents incur a significant amount of cut-thru traffic due to the high school. He showed 

images of backed-up cars. He said the traffic report states Belvedere is a community of 154 homes, it 
generates 113 right turns from Abbey Glen to Brand Road headed toward the high school. He said 

Riviera, a community of 240 homes will only generate 38 trips headed to the high school across all exits 
and only 4 additional trips at Abbey Glen. He said the traffic study shows the number of cars exiting 

Riviera at Avery Road and turning left onto Memorial Drive, is 0. He said he finds these types of 

assumptions out of the scope of reality and questions the overall validity of the entire traffic report with 
regards to the impact the development will have on neighboring traffic volumes at critical intersections 

such as Brand and Avery Roads.  
 

Mr. Walter said it is clear that the Riviera development text is simply lacking in detail. He said the review 
criteria for design standards states that the proposed development must meet or exceed the quality of 

building signs in the surrounding area. He believes the development text is very weak and lacking in 

specificity and only rises to the bar of meeting City Code. As an example he said, the architectural section 
of the development text is expressed in 522 words, including 30 words of headers. In contrast he said, 

the architectural section of Tartan Ridge development text is 4,046 words with 69 pictures and diagrams 
providing a visual representation of the text. He said the level of detail in the development text assures 

Dublin that a quality development will become reality. He said today the applicant said it is his “intention” 

to do that; for Tartan Ridge it was put into words in the development text. He added the development 
text is the blueprint that is the basis for all building within the development. He said review criteria 13 

requires evaluation of the development based on comparable designs in a surrounding community. He 
said Tartan Ridge offers a wonderful template for acceptable development text, as further example, 

Tartan Ridge has an in-depth discussion of four-sided architecture. He said the full discussion of 
architecture in the Riviera application consists of two basic points that are very limited. He believes 

Riviera should be held to a standard equal or greater than set by Tartan Ridge. 

 
Mr. Walter concluded their recommendation is for disapproval of the Rezoning and Preliminary 

Development Plan as the application fails to meet review criteria 2, 3, 5, 6, 10, and 13.  
 

The Chair thanked the Homeowners’ Associations for their coordinated effort and providing a united 

front, which will hopefully avoid some repetition during this meeting. She explained the timer will be used 
for subsequent presentations. The Chair decided that Phase 2 of the Homeowner’s presentation should 

commence first. 
 

Christine Gawronski, 7691 Worsley Place in the Brandon subdivision, said she was the current president 

of the Brandon HOA and she has been a part of the coalition of concerned citizens comprised of the nine 
HOAs. She thanked the Commission for their time and allowing the concerned citizens the platform to 

participate in the community planning. She indicated she has heard the comments that “we’re drawing up 
the draw bridge in Dublin and not letting anyone else in” and that is not what is happening. She agrees 

with all of Mr. Walter’s presentation. She said she hopes the Commission finds this proposal is not 
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keeping with the Community Plan, is not consistent with conservation development, and that it fails to 

meet all 16 criteria used to evaluate a development in Dublin and as a result, reject the proposal. She 

asked the Commission if they do decide to go ahead with the Rezoning, several conditions are requested 
to be imposed as conditions of approval in addition to what the Planning Department has recommended.  

 
1) Density: The density numbers used for Tartan West and Muirfield Village are not an apples-to-

apples comparison. She said those include condominiums and should just be matching single-
family density, which would be 1.27 units per acre for Muirfield. She believes the 1.412 density 

number provided by Mr. Ruma includes the 15 acres being donated to the school and asked that 

the density be based without that 15 acres. 
2) Building Design: Meet or exceed the surrounding area and that means single-family homes. 

3) Lot Sizes: She said some lots in the proposal are as small as 55 feet wide and the majority of lots 
are about 70 feet wide. She said this number of small lots is simply unacceptable. She said for 

single-family homes in the surrounding neighborhoods, lots are in the 85 – 110 foot range, 

featuring side-loaded garages or three-car garages. She said the lots appear to be arranged for 
maximum density by forcing them together. She said the concerned citizens are requesting a 

minimum lot width of 85 feet, requiring a three-car garage, and keeping parked cars off of the 
street. 

4) Inter-development Traffic: She said by placing the school area in the back of the site this 

proposed development will force significant traffic through Amicon Drive, and Devictor Way and 
converge on Firenza Place. She said if the land is not used for a school, the placement of the 

open space is poor and should be spread throughout the development consistent with the 
conservation design. She said she understands it is generous of Mr. Ruma to dedicate the land to 

the schools but also knows this was the most problematic portion of the property for his use.  
 

Ms. Gawronski asked that this proposal be sent back for a complete reconfiguration. She said they agree 

with the Planning Department for a connection with Hyland-Croy Road. 
 

Ms. Gawronski continued: 
 

4) Buffering and Parks: Too many lots intrude upon the stream and keep the stream from truly 

being open space. She said the open space should be a community amenity, unfortunately there 
is no buffering for Grizzell Middle School. She said they are requesting a 50-foot buffer from all 

homes as in Belvedere where there is a 30-foot no build zone and 20-foot drainage easement 
and 60 feet next to Grizzell Middle School similar to what exist adjacent to Karrer Middle School 

plus better access to open space parks.  
5) Trees: She recalled comments made at the March meeting regarding the Wellington Reserve 

Development. She said when that was approved, Mr. Ruma promised the landmark trees would 

be protected and he was amazed in March to hear that they were not. She said when the 
development was sold to his son, and the subcontractor began work, there were at least two 

historic trees, one of which was approximately 200 years old. She said when the contractor was 
bringing it down, residents told him it was a protected tree but he went ahead and removed it. 

She said there are multiple landmark trees on the Riviera property and we cannot afford to let 

that travesty be repeated here. We ask that the developer find a temporary staff member for the 
City who would be tasked with monitoring and protecting landmark trees and other natural 

treasures.  
 

Ms. Gawronski concluded this proposal is still inadequate. 

 
Jeffrey Oleski, 7013 Post Preserve Blvd, said he did not have the opportunity to meet with Kevin Walters. 

He indicated the last three years he has been in search of a new subdivision throughout Columbus, 
Powell, and have resided in Dublin for nine years. He said when Riviera has the opportunity to become an 

amazing community. He stated he has played the Riviera Golf Course.  
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Mr. Oleski said Subarea B was originally 30 acres and is now down to 15 acres and being transformed to 

an elementary school, which resulted in all of the 280 homes being shoved forward and reduced to 240 

but the homes have not changed at all. He said the density is nowhere near where it needs to be. He 
said the opportunity is here to get it right and to be well under 200 homes.  

 
Mark Mace, 6469 Green Stone Loop, said on behalf of the four homes bordering the course, we would 

prefer Riviera remain green. He said should this rezoning pass, they strongly believe in the proper 
buffering and preservation of Riviera’s natural beauty and habitat is paramount for this development to 

ensure environmental sensitivity we respectfully request the ponds bordering Belvedere and natural 

feature surrounding these ponds remain in place while providing needed buffering and green space. He 
said he commends Mr. Ruma on the proposed plan to address the concerns by preserving the ponds and 

the surrounding features attributing to the areas natural beauty and habitat. For these reasons he said, 
we commend Mr. Ruma and the proposed plan as it relates to preservation of ponds, natural features 

and a green space bordering Belvedere. He thanked Belvedere homeowners on lots 100, 101, 102, and 

103. 
 

Andrew Eilerman 8142 Timble Falls Drive, said he and his wife moved to Dublin in 2012, and lived prior 
to that in Grove City, at the time we were searching for a safe place to raise children. He said his wife 

works in Dublin as a pediatrician in Muirfield Square. He asked what was in the hearts, souls, and minds 

of the residents that live near this area. He said there are tons of children that live in Belvedere and 
surrounding subdivisions and he is concerned with the retention ponds that are near, especially the 

proposed elementary school. He said he is concerned about the traffic which is already experienced 
around his subdivision but going through our subdivision to get to Jerome High School or over to Hyland-

Croy. He asked the Commission to do right by our children, who are our future, and keep Riviera green.  
 

Joe Di Cesare, 7636 Worsley Court, said he has been a member of Riviera for 40 years and has been in 

Brandon for 25 years. He said he is speaking on behalf of the developer and staff, who have worked on 
this a long period of time. He indicated he is aware of all the HOAs, and wanted to support Riviera 

becoming a subdivision. He said Mr. Ruma has worked with the schools, Commission, and staff, to 
present a lot of curvy-linear moves and saw the conservation design. He said the first thing listed is 1.5 

units per acre for density, which Mr. Ruma is under. He asked the Commission to vote to allow Mr. Ruma 

to continue. 
 

Emily Williams, 6290 Belvedere Green Blvd, said she agreed with Andy Eilerman and Kevin Walter. She 
said she and her husband have lived on Belvedere Green for the last decade and the traffic is horrible. 

She said they are currently working with the City of Dublin Police on traffic calming solutions but nothing 
has been achieved yet, and she cannot imagine one more car, turning on that road as a cut through to 

Jerome High School. She said she is worried about the kids and personally has witnessed two accidents 

right in front of her house in the past year and that is two car accidents too many in a 25 mph zone. She 
asked that the Commission take traffic as a serious consideration when voting on this proposal.  

 
Bob Fathman, 5805 Tarton Circle North, Dublin, Ohio, said he read in the Planning Report that Phase 5 

would be held up pending approval of a road all the way through to Hyland-Croy Road. He said the whole 

doggone plan should be “deep-sixed” until that is guaranteed. He said he supports everything Mr. Walter 
said earlier and the plan should be rejected for all the reasons he outlined. He said per the letter from the 

schools stating under no condition would the school have any interest at all in selling land of the north 
edge of Jerome High School to the developers to put an access road in. He stated there is no guarantee 

that the roads will be built to alleviate traffic. He is concerned if the first four phases go through, what 

happens if the road is not built. He asked if the project would be stopped at that point. He asked that Mr. 
Ruma be required to show documentation that a road had been secured before starting the project. 

 
Susan Gruber King, 7015 Tuscany Drive in Tartan West, said she is concerned with the impact this 

development and road to Hyland-Croy Road will have on traffic. She said there are currently other areas 
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developing that are causing more traffic on Hyland-Croy Road. She brought up access roads cut through 

developments to get to main streets. She said Tuscany Drive is 25 mph and during the mornings, they 

have a constant flow of traffic coming from Glick Road onto Corazon, turn left on Tuscany, going all the 
way up Tuscany Drive and then turning left onto Hyland-Croy Road to get to the High School, moving at 

about 45 – 50 mph. She said that traffic goes on days, nights, and weekends. She said the Police have 
patrolled periodically and hand out tickets but if a connector road is built to Hyland-Croy Road, when that 

road backs up, the traffic will come back around through the development onto Firenza, onto Tuscany, so 
they can make a left turn onto Hyland-Croy Road to get to the High School or up to the US 33 and SR 

161 to go to work. She said she does not think the traffic impact study correctly reflects the traffic 

density numbers. She said with 240 homes for this proposal, consisting of families, there will be at least 
one wage earner, probably two, and there may be a caregiver taking kids to school or a teenager to High 

School because even if the kids can walk, they may want wheels. She believes there will be a lot more 
traffic than currently anticipating. She asked if Hyland-Croy will be widened to accommodate all this 

additional traffic or the speed limit lowered. She said traffic will be a nightmare.  

 
Mike Galeano, 6253 Muirloch Court South, said if this Commission decides to deviate from Resolution 27-

04’s green space requirements, he wants to know exactly why they plan to deviate, what has changed 
from 10 years ago to articulate why it is today any less important at 50 percent than it was. 

 

Leslie MacLeod, 8034 Balmoral Court, near the Avery-Brand intersection, said she has lived on this street 
for 13 years, and it has been increasingly hard to exit from our street, much more so the last few years. 

She said even tonight at 6:30, trying to come to this meeting, it was difficult to turn onto Avery Road. 
She said traffic is a nightmare at all rush hours. She has witnessed accidents right in front of her as kids 

are going to Jerome High School. She said she agreed with Mr. Fathman that a plan to provide access to 
Hyland-Croy Road has to be distinctly spelled out as far as how it is to be achieved and be required to be 

part of the initial development, if in fact it is approved, which she opposes. She said she cannot see 

justification on any level per public safety and the severe impact this development would have on the 
character of the environment of the area. She said she still has one student attending Jerome High 

School and has been very active with the school over the years. She said they have supported many 
levies that have been passed as this school district has grown. She said it is good to hear there is a site 

being donated for a possible school in the future but all of us here have to support and fund the 

construction and operating levies that will be required in order to have the school so that is a very big 
consideration here. She reported that Jerome High School is already over capacity and there are other 

schools as well. She said what the Commission’s role should be to address the density from the current 
zoning requirements.  

 
Greg Waina 6157 Avoset Court, in Hawk’s Nest subdivision, said many good points were brought up 

tonight. He said the proposal has a certain amount of designated green space but his concern from the 

Hawk’s Nest HOA, the green space that is passive, but one of the jewels we have in Columbus, which is 
our active green space, for example, Avery Park. He said Avery Park is probably at capacity in terms of 

what it can withstand right now in terms of activities, and what is needed in that park to rejuvenate the 
green grass after soccer is played on a regular basis there. He suggests that before this proposal goes 

forward, that an impact study is done on the City’s active recreational spaces in addition to the passive 

spaces here.  
 

The Chair said the discussion was closed off to the public to hear Commission comments. She said two 
Commissioners were not available to be with us this evening; Ms. Amy Kramb provided her thoughts in 

the way of a memo dated November 10, 2014, and will read those comments to be placed in the record.  

 
Ms. Kramb Memo: 
 

I apologize for missing tonight’s meeting. I’ve spent considerable time reviewing the 

Applicant’s materials, the Planning Staff Report, the Friends of Dublin Report, the 
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Position Report, and all the resident correspondence received as of Friday, November 

7, 2014. Based on my review, these are my comments:  

 
1) Discrepancy in Plans needs corrected/clarified  

a. Several of the lot numbers on the tree survey plans don’t align/match 
with the lot numbers on the Preliminary Development Plan. For example, 

on page 6/11 of the Tree Survey, the lots on the south side of Timble 
Falls Drive are labeled west to east as 230, 240, 241 and 242; yet, the 

same lots on page 1/2 Preliminary Development Plan identify the lots as 

229, 230, 231 and 232.  
 

2) Density  
a. Calculation for density should not include the 15 acres the developer is 

allotting for the school. Thus, the calculation should be for the remaining 

152 acres (not 167 acres) and 240 residences, so 1.58 dwellings per 
acre.  

b. The density must be 1.41 units per acre or less, which is the lowest 
surrounding density.  

c. Open space calculation should also be based on the 152 acres and 
should not include the 15-acre school site, which when developed, will 

no longer be 15 acres of open space.  

 
3) Conservation Design Principles  

a. I disagree with the Planning Report regarding the applicability of the 
Conservation Design Principles. This site is exactly what the conservation 

design principles are meant to protect; full compliance with these 

principles is absolutely appropriate for this site.  
b. Conservation design seeks at least 50% open space. At 240 units on 152 

acres, the 63 acres of open space is insufficient. The open space should 
be at least 76 acres.  

c. The roads and lots need to be adjusted to protect landmark trees and 

preserve as many trees as possible. This most likely means a significant 
reduction in the number of lots on this site.  

 
4) Trees  

a. Trees are not man-made and should not be treated as golf course 
additions like cart paths and sand traps. Many of the trees on this parcel 

existed prior to the creation of the golf course, because I cannot image 

that a hardwood tree would be 40+ inches in diameter on a 40 year old 
golf course. The well maintained trees that have been on the parcel for 

the last 40 years (and longer) are ingrained into the landscape and 
should be considered natural conditions deserving preservation.  

b. Protect tree #899 at all costs – it is a 72-inch Chestnut Oak in Good 

Condition (see comments below regarding Subarea D/Preserve L).  
c. Protect Tree #216 – it is a 72-inch Swamp Oak in Fair Condition at the 

rear of Lot 112. The lot lines need adjusted and/or the Stream Corridor 
Protection Zone needs extended to include this tree.  

d. Protect Tree #171 – it is a 54-inch Red Oak in Good Condition at the 
front of Lot 132.  

e. Lots need adjusted or removed to ensure greater tree preservation. For 

example, Lot 139 has 3 landmark Oak Trees in Good Condition (Tree 
#161 – 36 inches, Tree #162 – 28 inches and Tree #163 – 28 inches). 

Lot 139 should be removed to protect the trees. In circumstances where 
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there is one large landmark tree on a lot, the lot should be positioned or 

designed to ensure preservation of the tree. For example, Lot 98 has a 

40-inch Silver Maple in Good Condition (Tree #41). The narrow front of 
Lot 98 would certainly result in the removal of this landmark tree. The 

Lot and/or the adjacent lots should be adjusted to ensure the tree 
remains protected; and, language should be added to the development 

text to ensure preservation of these landmark trees.  
 

5) 100-year Floodplain  

a. Lots should not lie within the 100-year floodplain. Lots 43, 44 225, 232, 
and 239 (on the Preliminary Development Plan) are completely in the 

flood plain and no house can be built on the lot without being in the 
floodplain and needing flood insurance. These lots should be eliminated.  

b. Lots 118, 140, 240, 238, 237, 236, 235, 234, 233, 224 (on the 

Preliminary Development Plan) should be adjusted to not be in the 
floodplain.  

 
6) Elimination of Lots (Planning’s condition #3)  

a. Planning recommended removal of Lots 43, 240, 144 and 169 to open 
vistas. I agree with the elimination of these lots but for a different 

reason. I agree with the elimination of Lots 43, 240 and 144 since they 

are in the floodplain and have landmark trees. I also agree with the 
elimination of Lot 169 because according to the tree survey the lot has 

26-inch and 29-inch Oak Trees in Good Condition (tree survey calls the 
lot 243).  

 

7) 15 acre Subarea D/Reserve L  
a. The 15-acre school site should be removed from the development plan 

calculations.  

b. The 72-inch Chestnut Oak in Good Condition (Tree 899) needs 
protected. According to the tree survey, the tree lies within Reserve L at 

the rear of Lots 190 and 191. If the canopy and thus the roots of Tree 

899 extend into Lots 190 and 191, then I suggest altering or removing 
these lots. Tree 899 is the largest tree on this site and it needs 

preserved for everyone to enjoy. Language needs added to the 
development text to ensure protection before any construction begins 

and protection no matter what becomes of Reserve L.  

 
8) Development Text  

a. Section XI. Architecture:  
i. This Section is not specific enough. There is too much default to 

the Residential Building Code. If this property is rezoned, the 
new zoning must create a development better than what existing 

zoning provides.  

ii. There should be percentages associated with permitted and 

secondary building materials to ensure lots of brick and stone 
and less stucco.  

iii. Allowable roofing materials, like dimensional asphalt shingles, 

should be described as having a specific thickness, quality, 

warranty, etc. Likewise, the quality of secondary materials, such 
as vinyl, should be detailed.  
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iv. The Four-Sided Architecture requirement section needs more detail so 

that more is required than just continuing a one-foot high brick water 

table around the sides and rear of a house.  

v. The text should come with renderings and sample architectural design 
showing the diversity and high quality that will make these homes as 

good as or better than the surrounding neighborhoods.  
b. Section IX. Tree Preservation/Removal  

i. I don’t agree that evergreen trees are an acceptable replacement tree. 

Existing evergreens being removed may be replaced with evergreens, 
but removed deciduous trees should not be replaced with evergreens.  

ii. I disagree with allowing 30% of the replacement trees to be evergreen, 

especially since the text allows trees within the Avery Road buffer to 
count as replacement trees. Preferably the trees in the Avery Road 

buffer would not count towards replacement trees.  

c. Additional, specific text needs added regarding Tree Preservation. Specific 
landmark trees, such as the three largest trees on the site (#899, #216, #171), 

need called out in the development text to ensure protection.  

d. The Conservation Design Principles need added to the development text to 
ensure compliance.  

 

9) Traffic Study  
a. The public comments and concerns regarding the traffic study need addressed. 

The numbers need explained and reconciled and this information needs shared 
with all.  

 
In general, I feel this application needs significant re-working to apply the 

Conservation Design Principles and justify the rezoning of this parcel. I am sure there 

are additional issues/concerns I have failed to mention above, but I am confident my 
fellow commissioners will have plenty to add and I suspect we will see this 

application again.  
 

If I were present at tonight’s meeting, I would vote NO on case 14-068Z/PDP/PP 

because, at a minimum:  
 

 It fails Criteria 6: The proposal does not respect and protect the unique 
characteristics of the natural features and natural resources on the site. The 
roadways and lots should avoid the landmark trees and make all efforts to avoid 

the good conditioned, hardwood trees. This site is unique, because these trees 
have been given room to grow; these trees have well-maintained, large canopies 

that are not typically found in heavily wooded areas.  

 

 It fails Criteria 2: The proposed plan is not in conformity with the Community 
Plan, which defines this parcel as a Park/Open Space. If I were to grant a 

rezoning, the new zoning would at least need to conform to the lowest 
surrounding residential density. Furthermore, questions remain as to whether or 

not this development will place an unreasonable burden on the existing street 

network.  
 

 It fails Criteria 5: The proposal does not have sufficient open space to meet 
the Objectives of the Community Plan, which calls for this to be a park/open 
space and Conservation Design Principles, which urge developments to have at 

least 50% open space.  



Dublin Planning and Zoning Commission 
November 13, 2014 – Meeting Minutes 

Page 15 of 20 

 
 

 It fails Criteria 13: The proposal does not have enough detail to ensure that 
the building design meets or exceeds the quality of adjacent neighborhoods. 

 
The Chair said she would like to thank Ms. Kramb for her well-addressed thoughts and is a reflection of 

what this Commission tries to do in looking at all the issues presented. She called for the comments from 
the balance of the Commissioners. 

 
Amy Salay said what strikes her the most is from the very beginning of this application being thought of 

or the rumor coming out that this site might be developed, we began to hear from our residents. She 

said the most important and sacred trust that is placed in Planning Commissioners and City Council is the 
fact that we were elected to be the voice of the citizens. She said democracy was mentioned and this is 

how it works at the local level. She said she appreciated that everyone came out tonight and that you 
place your faith in us to listen to all sides and make decisions accordingly. She indicated that there is a 

very functional government in Dublin and she is proud of this Commission and our City.  She said we are 

the citizen’s representatives so we have to first and foremost, reflect community sentiment and there 
seems to be almost universal dislike and mistrust with this proposal.  

 
Ms. Salay said she did not know about all the problems with the project off of Brandon Road and when 

she heard that the trees that we had talked extensively at City Council and the Planning Commission 

spent a lot of time talking about preserving these trees, and that was sort of one of the only reasons I 
supported that development because she thought they were getting a lot of trees and then to find out 

that a contractor just went out there and hacked down a 110-year old tree, that is completely 
unacceptable. She said there are trees that are gone that should have been saved. She said she would 

acknowledge that this developer has done some very beautiful neighborhoods in our community and he 
has done some neighborhoods that are much more traditional and less appealing.  

 

Ms. Salay indicated what she has noticed in other neighborhoods and what she sees happening here if 
we do not tighten up the architectural descriptions and details; we are going to have way too much 

HardiePlank. She said if there are going to be homes built on this site, they need to be primarily brick and 
stone and the other materials would be for trim. She cited an example of Tartan Ridge as being a 

neighborhood that when we saw the pictures while rezoning it and pictured it in our heads with beautiful 

renderings provided, you drive through that neighborhood, it looks like what we saw when we rezoned it. 
She said she appreciated that level of detail when we were approving it and now that I see it built, I 

really appreciate that level of detail. She said a site like this, we absolutely have to have that level of 
detail, if not, we might end up with something we are not as pleased with.  

 
Ms. Salay stated there are way too many 75-foot lots. She disagrees with the citizen group that said they 

should have a minimum of 85-foot lots; the minimum should be 100 feet. She indicated when you look at 

some of the neighborhoods in our community that have 100-foot lots, the houses grow to fit barely on 
those 100-foot lots so you end up with a very claustrophobic feeling in the neighborhood. She reported 

she had walked, biked, and driven by this site in all seasons when she knew this proposal was coming, 
envisioning what it needs to look like. She said this proposal leaves this site completely unrecognizable 

and that is very unacceptable to her because of the condition of the trees and you can see and 

appreciate the individual trees and how amazing they are. She said that is where we apply Conservation 
Design. She reviewed the tree survey and lots and tried to overlay them and said she would not list all 

the lots she could see and a number of streets need to be rerouted and at least 70 lots need to be 
eliminated in order to preserve these individual trees. She said a tree cannot be reproduced. She 

explained her neighborhood is 20 years old and are just now getting to the point where our trees provide 

a little bit of shade cover when taking a walk on a warm afternoon. She said it will take 30 years before 
they get a canopy that is truly providing shade cover. When she looks around the City at immature trees 

she said this place is going to be amazing in about 50 years when we get the tree growth. She said our 
children are going to thank us. She said right now, we have this area with so many beautiful large 
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specimen trees, landmark trees that we cannot possibly get back. She stated she really liked Ms. 

Gawronski’s idea about having an individual who reports to the City of Dublin, and our City Forrester, 

charged with protecting the trees. She indicated that is the only way to ensure that our trees are not cut 
down by accident or however it happens. She said once these trees are damaged, they are damaged 

forever and they are gone forever.  
 

Ms. Salay said she does not believe another typical single-family neighborhood is needed, not here, not 
now. She said she recognizes the overcrowded school system but believes that can be resolved so 

children can attend the best school district in Ohio. She said it is our responsibility to not contribute to 

the overcrowding.  
 

Ms. Salay said she was disappointed in Staff’s analysis and finds herself agreeing with the citizen’s 
analysis when it comes to the Community Plan. She recalled a City Council meeting where this area was 

debated while updating the Community Plan in 2007. She said folks very stridently insisted that we not 

put anything on this Golf Course but Parks and Open Space so that is what City Council did. She is very 
happy with that decision and does not see a compelling reason to go against the Community Plan. She 

stated our community is so carefully planned with our residents, consultants, planners, and ultimately 
developers come forward and generally speaking, conform to the Community Plan and that is why our 

community is great. She said in this case, it does not come anywhere close. She said she understands 

this land may develop at some point but does not think this is the right development. She stated she 
cannot support the rezoning and cannot even get to the Preliminary Plat or any of the other stuff 

subsequent to that because she cannot support the rezoning. She indicated she has never voted against 
the Community Plan. 

 
Todd Zimmerman said he has been in that audience for years and understands what it is like to be out 

there.  He thanked Claudia and Staff because the report was good. He said he was not here for the first 

preliminary, but was on PZC ten years before and understands what is expected. He asked if all the golf 
club buildings were being removed and what was the timeframe. 

 
Ms. Husak answered the removal of buildings would be in Phase 1. 

 

Mr. Zimmerman inquired if there have been any drainage issues reported by area homeowners coming 
from Riviera.  

 
Ms. Husak said she had not. The Chair noted that Mr. Hammersmith shook his head no from the 

audience.  
 

Mr. Zimmerman said for him to consider approval of this proposal all home lots would need to be 

removed from the Stream Corridor Protection Zone and/or 100-year flood plain and it would be 
determined by Staff as to what lots those would be. He said architectural wise, for a PUD, the applicant 

would need to do better than the Appearance Code providing a higher quality of materials on the exterior 
trim and roof materials. He referred to condition #6 and asked when the applicant is to provide the 

details of the direct site connection to Hyland-Croy Road.  

 
Ms. Husak said the site connection to Hyland-Croy Road would be worked out during the Final 

Development Plan. 
 

Ms. Amorose Groomes said the development text states that it would happen prior to Phase 5. 

 
Mr. Zimmerman asked when the applicant would have to tell us; obviously sometime before we would 

have to vote on it. 
 

Ms. Husak said yes the Commission would be told where the connection would be, how and when. 
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Mr. Zimmerman inquired about condition #1. He suggested adding Grizzell Middle School. He questioned 

Reserve L for the potential elementary school. He asked if the existing basin would need to stay. 
 

Ms. Husak said if the school were to be developed, there would need to be some stormwater 
management on that site.  

 
Mr. Zimmerman asked if it would have to be as large as it is currently.  

 

Ms. Amorose Groomes said schools normally do not store water on site for safety and it would probably 
become a dry basin.  

 
Mr. Zimmerman said he agreed with Ms. Salay’s points on Conservation Design.  

 

Victoria Newell said she has said this before and will say it again, when looking at the site, her comments 
were that she would support zoning for a PUD as it gives an advantage of protecting the land. She 

indicated Mr. Ruma spoke very passionately at the Informal Review of how he was going to develop it 
and so she was surprised when she looked at the plan. She said she envisioned larger lots because that 

was her takeaway from the presentation. She said she agreed with Ms. Salay with needing larger lots, 

closer to 100 feet. She said there are a lot of inconsistencies and the sites are numbered incorrectly. She 
said the density in the Muirfield development is noted once from Staff as being 1.27 units per acre and 

included in our Planning Report and the presentation given tonight Muirfield’s density is listed as 1.41 
units per acre. She said she is left wondering what the true impact of the surrounding is on the other 

site.  She said she cannot support going above the lowest density of any of the surrounding properties. 
She said the Muirfield site in particular is the largest body of area that seems to have the lowest building 

development.  

 
Ms. Newell said she spent a lot of time looking at the landmark trees on this site. She reported she 

tagged all of them that were on the plans. She agrees with Ms. Kramb’s comment that there are several 
more pieces of property on this site that need to be eliminated just for the sake of the trees that need to 

be preserved on them, especially Lots 144, 143, 142; there is a very significant grove of trees within 

those areas. She said as she went around this site, there were a number of significant or landmark trees 
that fall right next to a drive of a street. She said it appears in the plans as though there is an attempt to 

preserve the tree but there is so much root going to be cut away from those trees and fears in the end, 
there are going to be a lot more trees lost with the way this site is laid out.  

 
Ms. Newell said along the stream corridor with a lot of the trees that are getting preserved, in the tree 

report, many of them are actually noted as being in poor condition so in the end, where we are 

preserving that area she said over a period of time those trees are actually going to be lost She said a lot 
of them were identified as Green Ash, will be gone from our city in very short order. She said that makes 

the other trees on the site that much more important. 
 

Ms. Newell said in terms of the architectural character and the development, she thought the text portion 

to that site was actually very weak. She said Mr. Ruma had used Wedgewood as an example of how the 
architecture would be geared and judged on this site. She said he also reported he had used Mr. Apel to 

have done the architecture review. Ms. Newell said she had the pleasure of working with Bob Apel for 14 
years as an employee so she is very aware of the process that went through him. She said Mr. Ruma had 

some very significant architectural standards and guidelines that he judged that the architecture too for 

Wedgewood that do not exist in this application. She said that would need to be developed for her to 
support rezoning. She said she thought PUD would be a better way to go than the R or R-1 classification. 

She said nothing is compelling her to change the zoning. 
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Ms. Newell said as she read the text description for each of the parcels, only one of the subareas was 

there any reference to lot coverage and it was the most dense of the subareas. She said these all need to 

go hand in hand in the text. 
 

Ms. Newell said she uses the walking system all around Dublin on a regular basis. She said it really adds 
to the character of community. She said the walking/bike paths on the site stop and are not continuing. 

She suggested as the site is developed, that is taken into account. She also noted a few short loop paths 
and suggested a more continual path instead of covering the same ground. 

 

Ms. Newell concluded she cannot support rezoning per her comments stated. 
 

Richard Taylor thanked everyone for coming out this evening. He also thanked Mr. Ruma for addressing 
some of the concerns that were expressed by this Commission in particular at the Informal Review with 

regards to fewer lots, path connections to the schools, and providing some accommodation for other 

segments of our community for empty-nester lots.  
 

Mr. Taylor said when the Commission members receive this packet of information a week before this 
meeting, we receive it independently and each review it independently and do not come together to 

discuss it prior to the meeting. He said it is tremendous that all the other members share a lot of the 

agreement on this application.  
 

Mr. Taylor stated there is still a lot of work needed to be done on this subdivision before it can move any 
further. He said the 15-acre site should be removed from the calculation for determining density. He said 

the trees were the most dramatic issue with this application. He said there are a couple of trees on the 
site that are tremendously large and there are a whole bunch of trees that are very good size. Unlike the 

trees on Wellington Reserve he said, where it was scrub land/semi-forest, these trees on Riviera have 

been nurtured, fed, watered, trimmed, and protected for forty years. He said on paper, they may 
considered as ‘Good Condition’, that is as high of a rating you can get on a tree survey. He indicated a lot 

of the trees, if there were to be such a category would be rated as ‘Spectacular’. He said some of them 
were probably world-class specimens of that type of tree at that age because they have been so well 

cared for. He said there are several trees that would probably fall in the Landmark category because they 

are extraordinarily large trees. He said the science of determining the age of a tree without cutting it 
down and counting the rings is imprecise for sure but there are a lot of commonly accepted guestimates 

for that. He said 72-inch trees by any measure are at least 200 years old and could possibly be 400 years 
old in some cases. He said that makes them irreplaceable. He said the larger trees (2 at 72 inches, 1 at 

54 inches, several that are 48 inches, and a couple that are 40 inches, and on down the line) not only 
should not be impacted by this development but should be preserved. He does not want to see one of 

these trees in someone’s back yard and a kid nails a tree fort within it. He indicated streams can be 

rerouted to be preserved but trees that have been there for 300 years are irreplaceable so extraordinary 
measures should be taken for the design of this development to protect those trees.  

 
Mr. Taylor said he is in favor of the empty-nester homes in Subarea C and does not have a problem with 

the lot size or lot coverage there but somehow there must be a stipulation whereas first floor master 

bedrooms are required, or something like that.  
 

Mr. Taylor said his concerns in Subareas A and B are the side yards that step back from the Zoning Code 
quite a bit. He said in Belvedere for example, the side yards are a total width of 18 feet with a minimum 

of six on a side, which is similar to the R-3 designation but what is being asked for is just six feet on each 

side and that is a difference of up to eight feet between two houses. He said the side setback needs to 
be much closer to the Zoning Code right now so the houses do not get too big on these lots and start to 

squeeze the lot sizes down.  
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Mr. Taylor said a lot of his comments are with the development text regarding the architecture and are 

mirroring what the other Commissioners have stated. He said “meeting or exceeding the Appearance 

Code” is far too generic and we need to go beyond that. He said the percentages of materials needs to 
be noted. He said he did not understand copper as a trim material and pvc/foam and vinyl needs to be 

cleaned up. He said shutters need to be composite or wood, not vinyl. He said roofing needs to be 
bumped up. He said a definition of four-sided architecture needs to be further defined. He said he had 

comments on chimneys, garages, architectural diversity, and Plan Approval. He said we need to do a 
development text and plan review process here because this is such a special site at the same level as 

places like Tartan Ridge. He said there are still references in the text about cul-de-sacs, which need to be 

removed.  
 

Mr. Taylor said the elevations along Avery Road need to be enhanced somehow and if we are going to 
develop that strip of land along Avery Road, it is an opportunity to relocate the multi-use path there and 

get it further away from the road.  

 
Mr. Taylor said he is unhappy with the Open Space; at the Informal Review he stated he would like to 

see those as more positive space and less as leftover space in the homeowner’s backyards.  
 

Mr. Taylor said he is not able to totally discern what all the traffic studies mean. He said according to the 

chart in the Planning Report, even with the Hyland-Croy connection, the traffic on Firenza is predicted to 
almost double the traffic and quadruple traffic on Summerhouse Lane. He indicated he thought it was the 

result of the layout of the streets. He said there is enough twists and turns in this that in some cases, 
easier to leave the development to get out and not go straight out to Hyland-Croy or Avery Road. He said 

a more direct arrangement of streets might reduce some of the traffic flow on other streets. He said 
there is a lot of impact on other neighborhoods that could be avoided if this were laid out differently.  

 

Mr. Taylor concluded that the Community Plan and sentiment are of paramount importance as we make 
decisions here. He said this body is a representative of the public in that regard. He said we do not 

always follow the Community Plan direct but when we do, the bar is pretty high. He said this proposal 
has a long way to go before he is willing to go against the recommendations that others have made 

before us in the Community Plan.  

 
Ms. Amorose Groomes said the flood plain in this area is at 927 feet; she said she highlighted all the 

contour below 927 feet and some lots in their entirety are in the flood plain. She said this will have to be 
addressed. She agrees the 15 acres for the school site needs to be removed from the Open Spaces. She 

reported there are 968 trees on this site and there are 56 trees that are worthy of designing around as 
they predicated the golf course. She shared some photos taken of the trees to show the true size and 

excellent condition of the trees relative. She said tagging Landmark trees was started by the Kiwanis Club 

for our area about 25 years ago and every year, every Brownie, Girl Scout, and Boy Scout Troop, and all 
the folks that serve our communities so wonderfully took responsibility for a grid and tagged every tree 

that was greater than 24 inches. She said they may not have gotten every tree but a lot of terrific 
information came forth. She said this put a stake in the ground that said this is who we are and at this 

point, we have an inventory of what we have. She said there are 19 Landmark trees on this property. 

She shared a graphic where the 56 trees were located that likely existed before the golf course did and 
some of them might be upwards of 300 years old. She said it shows us some hot spots of areas to design 

around. She said this property cannot be developed and still save every one of these trees but as the 
proposal stands, 25 percent is not nearly enough in her estimation. For Conservation Design she said, the 

bar needs to be much higher in terms of the trees that we are committed to saving.  

 
Ms. Amorose Groomes indicated she had a great experience this summer, as a monitor for one of the 

foursomes at the tryouts for the Dublin-Jerome Girls Golf Team. She said it was a hot August day and she 
walked this course and watched four unbelievably talented High School golfers play a round of golf at 

Riviera. She said she was able to walk from tree to tree and stood in the shade throughout the entire golf 
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course. She said that made for a really great afternoon with her nine-year old. She said this speaks a lot 

to this property and the condition of these trees. She indicated she is a self-proclaimed tree hugger with 

a degree in Horticulture so she knows a little bit about trees and can better appreciate these trees. 
 

Ms. Amorose Groomes said she has some concerns about the traffic engineering report; a slide stated 7 
percent of the 10,000 trips would give an increase of 7 percent to the existing 10,000 trips which equals 

700 trips in 240 homes with 2.91 trips per home. She said a trip leaving your home is one trip and when 
you return, it is another was her understanding. She said she did not disagree with the guiding principles 

of the engineering study and how they might work in other neighborhoods but when we have a 

neighborhood that almost all of the traffic is going to head to the south and to the west we might need 
to change our modeling a little bit because she does not know that it captures the fact that cars are not 

going everywhere, they are all going to the same place.  
 

Ms. Amorose Groomes said you asked the Commission to cut out a piece of the pie in Subarea D and in 

Muirfield you wanted to cut out all of the pieces of the pie that reduced the density and we cannot do 
that. She said we have to take the pie as a whole, when we are looking at our adjoining neighborhoods 

because they are whole developments and contributes to the feel or the experience of a neighborhood. 
Therefore she said, Subarea D cannot be calculated in this. She said although the offer from the applicant 

is very generous of transferring it to the City, or for the school for maybe a dollar, at the end of the day, 

there will be a school there and that is no longer Open Space.  
 

Ms. Amorose Groomes concluded for the applicant that they have heard a lot from the neighbors, heard 
from the Commission. She said we have some decisions to make. She said there were 11 conditions in 

the Staff Report, including some high hurdles this evening but the applicant is always given the 
opportunity to pursue a vote or take advantage of some time they might have to fine tune the plans to 

some concerns raised during the meeting. She invited the applicant forward to state his thoughts.  

 
Mr. Brown said he appreciates the comments from the Commission and the neighbors. He said given the 

difference of opinion between some of the Commission members here and the Staff Report, the only 
thing to do is to ask that this application be tabled to allow the applicant to respond to the additional 

issues that have been raised.  

 
The Chair verified with the applicant their desire to Table both the Rezoning/Preliminary Development 

Plan and the Preliminary Plat.  
 

Motion and Vote 
Mr. Taylor moved, Mr. Zimmerman seconded, to Table the Rezoning/Preliminary Development Plan.   The 

vote was as follows: Ms. Amorose Groomes, yes; Ms. Newell, yes; Ms. Salay, yes; Mr. Zimmerman, yes; 

and Mr. Taylor, yes. (Tabled 5 – 0) 
 

Motion and Vote 
Mr. Taylor moved, Mr. Zimmerman seconded, to Table the Preliminary Plat. The vote was as follows: Ms. 

Salay, yes; Ms. Newell, yes; Ms. Amorose Groomes, yes; Mr. Zimmerman, yes; and Mr. Taylor, yes. 

(Tabled 5 – 0) 
 

 
 

The Chair adjourned the meeting at 9:43 p.m. 

 
 
As approved by the Planning and Zoning Commission on February 5, 2015. 
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MEETING MINUTES 
 

MARCH 13, 2014 
 
 
AGENDA 
 
1. Riviera Club               8205 Avery Road 

13-114CP           Concept Plan (Discussion) 
 
Chris Amorose Groomes called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. and led the Pledge of Allegiance. Other 
Commission members present were Richard Taylor, Amy Kramb, Warren Fishman, Joe Budde and Victoria 
Newell. John Hardt was absent. City representatives present were Jennifer Readler, Steve Langworthy, 
Gary Gunderman, Claudia Husak, Marie Downie, Jonathan Russell, Andrew Crozier, Barb Cox, Aaron 
Stanford, Velma Coen, Alan Perkins, Dana McDaniel, Paul Hammersmith, Sue Burness, Yazan Ashrawi, 
Sandra Puskarcik, Jason Nahvi, Josh Adkins, and Laurie Wright. 
 
Administrative Business 
 
Motion and Vote 
Mr. Taylor moved, Mr. Fishman seconded, to accept the documents into the record as presented. The 
vote was as follows:  Ms. Kramb, yes; Mr. Budde, yes; Ms. Newell, yes; Ms. Amorose Groomes, yes; Mr. 
Fishman, yes; and Mr. Taylor, yes. (Approved 6 – 0) 
 
Motion and Vote 
Mr. Budde moved, Mr. Fishman seconded, to accept the February 6, 2014, meeting minutes as 
presented. The vote was as follows:  Mr. Taylor, yes; Ms. Kramb, yes; Ms. Newell, yes; Ms. Amorose 
Groomes, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; and Mr. Budde, yes. (Approved 6 – 0) 
 
Motion and Vote 
Mr. Taylor moved, Mr. Budde seconded, to accept the February 20, 2014, meeting minutes as presented. 
The vote was as follows:  Ms. Newell, abstain; Ms. Kramb, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; Ms. Amorose Groomes, 
yes; Mr. Budde, yes; and Mr. Taylor, yes. (Approved 5 – 0 - 1) 
 
Ms. Amorose Groomes said there was just one case on agenda tonight and that would be the order. She 
briefly explained the rules and procedures of the Planning and Zoning Commission.  
 
1. Riviera Club               8205 Avery Road 
 13-114CP           Concept Plan 
 
Chair Chris Amorose Groomes introduced this application for a request for review and non-binding 
feedback for a Concept Plan application for a potential new subdivision with approximately 284 single-
family lots, 58 acres of open space and associated site improvements on 168 acres located on the west 
side of Avery Road, north of the intersection with Belvedere Green Boulevard.  
 
Ms. Amorose Groomes provided a breakdown of the order of tonight’s process. She said, we will hear 
from our staff first, providing a presentation they have prepared with respect to this application; following 
that, the applicant will come forward and make any additional comments or corrections with respect to 
the staff presentation; a letter from the schools will be read by Steve Langworthy, our Director of Land 
Use and Long Range Planning; public comment will begin starting with those that signed in on the sheets 
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out in the lobby, stating name and address for the record. Ms. Amorose Groomes said she will then close 
the floor and the Commission will have their discussion; and finally, there will not be a vote taken this 
evening as it is a Concept Plan. She further explained that recorded minutes are filed with each case; that 
the proposals are heard; public comment is heard; and all the information is gathered and heard in a 
public forum so everyone hears the same information at the same time from all of the parties involved.    
 
Claudia Husak said we are here for a Concept Plan Review for the Riviera Club application. She provided 
a process slide to outline the steps the applicant goes thru to receive approval from all the reviewing 
bodies. She said the Concept Plan is the first step to establish a planned district and requires Planning 
and Zoning Commission review for complex projects. She said the applicant may elect to get feedback 
from City Council. She explained the second step would be the Preliminary Development Plan that is 
rezoning as well as the Preliminary Plat that is the first formal step in the establishment of Planned Unit 
Development District that entails a development text and a preliminary development plan, which requires 
a vote by the Commission as well as City Council. She said the last step would be the Final Development 
Plan and Final Plat, which is the last step in the process which would be required before an applicant 
could file for a building permit and includes all final details which again the Commission would review and 
approve and City Council is the final authority on the final plat. 
 
Ms. Husak presented a slide that outlines the site of 168 acres, including three counties – 5.7 acres in 
Delaware, 66.6 acres in Union and 93 acres in Franklin. She said the site has 2,000 feet of frontage on 
Avery Road. She said it was developed as a golf course in the 1970’s with amenities like cart paths, 
ponds, fairways, and trees.  She said there are two existing access points off Avery Road, in the center of 
the site providing access to a clubhouse and banquet facility. She said the site also has natural features 
such as two streams that are east and west going south toward the Shannon Glen Park that contribute to 
the North Fork of the Indian Run as well as a floodway and a Stream Corridor Protection Zone that 
requires further analysis. 
 
Ms. Husak presented a slide that reflects the location of Dublin Jerome High School, Grizzell Middle 
School and Deer Run Elementary School. She said there are single-family subdivisions surrounding the 
site: to the south – Celtic Estates, Belvedere and Shannon Glen; to the east is Muirfield Village; and to 
the northwest is Tartan West. She said the site zoning is split between Union and Franklin County. She 
said on the west side it is zoned Rural (R) on the east it is Restricted Suburban Residential District (R-1) 
which both permit single-family homes and requirements are a 40,000-square-foot lots at 150 feet wide. 
She said this 168 acre site could yield approximately 180 homes, not considering required infrastructure 
and open space dedication requirements. She noted that agriculture, parks, and public schools are also 
permitted in these districts.  
 
Ms. Husak highlighted the Community Plan history that showed there was no Future Land Use map in 
1988. She noted the schematic plan, a Land Use Element that showed large areas of the City with a land 
use designation upon it and focused on the site being discussed that reflected rural residential. She 
explained the plan has land use paragraphs from which she read a portion that stated: 

…an anticipated use of a portion of land adjacent to Muirfield Drive extension will be a mixture of 
residential development of varying density, some office and minimal commercial. The predominant land 
use is to be single-family residential extending all the way to Brand and Avery Roads. All development 
west of Avery Road is to be single-family at two units per acre or less. She said the City updated the 
Community Plan in 1997, whereas the western portion of the site would be part of the metro park and 
the City secured land with Franklin County Metro Parks, west of Hyland-Croy Road where the metro park 
is currently located. She said the eastern portion of the site at that time was shown as residential, 
medium density that allowed one to two dwelling units per acre…. 
 
Ms. Husak noted there were developments approved during that time which were Belvedere and Tartan 
West that provided street connections toward Riviera. She said in 2007, the City updated the Community 
Plan again, and the growth scenario for the entire City assumed that the Riviera Country Club could 
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develop under a “conservation subdivision” land use type that equated to 1.5 dwelling units per acre. She 
explained that during the public review process of that Community Plan, the property owner of the club 
at the time requested that the designation show current use of the land as a golf course so staff was 
directed by City Council to avoid identifying the site for redevelopment on the Future Land Use Map and 
the open space designation was adopted. 
 
Ms. Husak said the current Community Plan carried forward this Parks/Open Space classification, 
described as “Land use for public or privately owned parks and recreational uses, or lands that are to be 
preserved in a natural state. This may include portions of private lands that have been identified for open 
space preservation as part of future development projects, but not necessarily targeted for public 
dedication or acquisition.” 
 
Ms. Husak noted the first discussion question: Is the proposed land use appropriate?  She said many 
times the Commission asks staff as to how the development fits within the surrounding areas. She 
reported staff has analyzed the density of the adjacent subdivisions: Tartan West was approved at 1.83 
units per acre; Belvedere approved at 1.5 units per acre; Shandon Glen 1.7 units per acre; and estimated 
density for Muirfield at 1.27 units per acre. She said tonight’s proposal is for 1.7 units per acre. She said 
current zoning would allow ± 180 homes but 284 units are being proposed which prompts another 
discussion question as to whether or not the density is appropriate. 
 
Ms. Husak said the Concept Plan does not show individual lot lines but shows pods of development with 
varying lot dimensions. She said the pods have been placed to either mirror or exceed the lot sizes and 
the widths of adjacent developments with the smaller lots concentrated to the north and west with larger 
lots to the south adjacent to Belvedere.  She noted the main access point is off Avery Road, in the center 
of the site, it is proposed as a boulevard entry and the secondary connectivity is proposed through 
Tantalus Drive and Timble Falls Drive to the south within the Belvedere subdivision and Firenza Place to 
the west through Tartan West to Hyland-Croy Road where the street stubs exist today. She said no 
access to Hyland-Croy Road is being proposed with this Concept Plan. 
 
Ms. Husak said the third discussion question posed was whether the relationship of development areas to 
surrounding uses was appropriate. She said the Concept Plan includes 58 acres of open space or 35 
percent of the site. She said the larger open spaces are concentrated along Avery Road and the streams. 
She noted the large wooded area to be preserved and smaller open spaces contemplated within the 
development but appear to be too small to have much usefulness or visual effect. She reported the 
fourth discussion question was whether the open space was appropriately located.  
 
Ms. Husak noted the lack of buffers to the more intense uses at the high school sports area as well as 
Grizzell Middle School.  
 
Ms. Husak read the discussion questions again:  

1) Is the proposed land use appropriate? 
2) Is the proposed density appropriate? 
3) Is the relationship of development areas to surrounding uses appropriate? 
4) Is the open space appropriately located? 
5) Other considerations by the Commission 

 
Ms. Amorose Groomes invited the applicant to come forward. 
 
Charlie Ruma 4020 Venture Court, Columbus, Ohio 43228, said he had been a developer in central Ohio 
for 45 years. He said his family grew up here, been married 48 years, has three children with six 
grandchildren, and they all live here. Mr. Ruma said he was no high falutin developer to pillage the land. 
He said he had developed a number of communities throughout central Ohio, most notably, the 
Wedgewood Golf and Country Club area that included over 1,000 acres of office, multi-family, and retail.   
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He has had dealings with land in Dublin since 1972; he started the North by Northwest Business Center 
that later became Metro Center.  
 
Mr. Ruma explained that in 1963, the American/Italian Golf Association was searching for a new home for 
their golf course. He said they had a nine-hole course located in Groveport, Ohio, that sometimes flooded 
when they had heavy rains. He said in 1964, they bought parcels in several counties and ended up with 
168 acres. He said they planned a golf course and modest clubhouse well before the inception of 
Muirfield Village and Muirfield Golf Course. He reported that many developments and golf courses came 
later. He said the clubhouse has not been updated with a swimming pool or tennis courts and the greens 
are not built to PGA standards. He said it was in its heyday in the 70s but they have since experienced 
severe financial difficulties. He noted other clubs that experienced the same financial problems. He 
reported that they cannot operate this golf course beyond this year; it is going to close. He said they are 
currently operating on funds he provided through a deposit for further acquisition of the land. 
 
Mr. Ruma said he had considered this property years ago. He believes this is the best property that is 
remaining in Dublin and said it is the last that can be developed in the northwest area.  He reported that 
he submitted a proposal to the American/Italian Golf Association (the owners) a year ago along with 
seven other developers and they chose him to do what was best for the land, best for the owners, best 
for the community, and hopefully a good opportunity for himself. He requested the help of the 
Commission to learn if his proposal makes sense and if they should proceed ahead. He asked how he 
could ensure this was approved to be better for the community and better for everyone. He reported that 
they have done studies: wetland, corridor, and started a traffic study. They have taken soil samples, did 
a tree survey, and met with the schools, the fire chief, and neighbors. 
 
Mr. Ruma said he put together what he thought was the best possible team to work on this proposal. He 
noted the site was surrounded by all levels of Dublin schools within walking distance, making it the best 
attraction for a residential community. He said there was a multi-use path up Avery Road. There are 
paths going through Belvedere and Tartan West that stub into Riviera. He said if they are successful, they 
will create a pathway system that connects to all the schools. He said they reviewed the density levels of 
the communities around this site. He said they would like to mirror the wetland at Belvedere.  
 
Mr. Ruma said they considered age-targeted housing for empty nesters but did not want to propose at 
this time until he received feedback from the Commission. He said if the Commission looked upon that 
favorably, he would make sure he incorporated that into his plan. He said the overall density of their 
proposal is 1.67 units per acre, 1.4 units to the south. He said homes that abut Belvedere would have a 
minimum of 100 feet as frontage for custom builders. He said areas that abut schools and condominiums 
will be developed in the more standard 75- to 80-foot lot size. He said the major ingress/egress points, 
will have a double boulevard effect; that single point is halfway on Avery Road. He said they are 
proposing at their cost to build a road to the west to connect with Hyland-Croy Road. He said they met 
with school administration and they are taking this under consideration. He said the green area along 
Avery Road will be ± 300 feet from the front of any house from Avery Road and somewhere between 400 
to 500 feet from the houses at Muirfield. He understands this process will take at least a year. He said in 
2015, they may be able to proceed with engineering drawings and in 2016, before they even start to 
develop the site, possibly finishing in late spring so there will be no houses until then. He said the pace 
may be to build houses over 7 - 8 years: in good years they may build 30 lots per year or 10 – 15 per 
year in slow years. He emphasized that the impact would not be immediate. Mr. Ruma said the prices 
would range from $550,000 - $700,000 for the standard lots and $700,000 - $900,000 for the estate lots. 
He said one year ago he was before the Commission to discuss Wellington Reserve and the anticipated 
prices were to be in the $500,000 - $600,000 price range. He contends that there is a huge demand for 
good quality new housing with amenities. He again asked for guidance and input. 
 
Ms. Amorose Groomes invited Steve Langworthy to read a statement provided from the Dublin Schools. 
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Steve Langworthy read the following statement from Dublin City Schools regarding the proposed Riviera 
development: 
 
There has been a significant amount of information regarding this proposed project circulating in our 
community. Some of that information has directly mentioned possible impact on our schools. We have 
been asked to provide accurate information to the Planning and Zoning Commission. 
 
The information District officials have received to date regarding the proposed Riviera subdivision has 
allowed us to make preliminary enrollment calculations for the proposed development, using the student 
per household ratios of the adjacent subdivisions of Belvedere and Shannon Glen. While we have not 
been given any timeline for the full build-out of the proposed development, our Planning Department 
estimates of the number of students produced by the proposed Riviera development at full build-out are 
listed below: 
 
Elementary School – 145 
Middle School – 102 
High School – 105 
 
We understand that the ultimate rezoning of the Riviera Golf Course will be a City of Dublin decision and 
“impact upon schools” is not a major factor in the decision-making process. With that being said, if this 
development is ultimately approved, we would ask the Commission to consider the proximity of some of 
the proposed homes to the Dublin Jerome football stadium and to the Grizzell Middle School property. 
School properties are in heavy use throughout the year. The same is true with any available green space 
at the middle school level. For example, practices at our facilities requiring stadium lights may go on as 
late as 11 p.m. Many events require the use of a public address system. Additionally, there is little break 
during the summer. Jerome will be hosting the nationally recognized Top Gun Football Camp again this 
year, as an example. Residents who live near Coffman’s football stadium or the Jerome baseball field can 
attest to the heavy, year-round use of these facilities and the noise that often emanates into these 
neighborhoods. 
 
As part of any approval plans for this development, a green space buffer zone and sound mitigation steps 
would benefit the District and any future city residents of this area. 
 
We would like to clear up any public misinformation regarding easements. Our District has not granted 
the property owner any easements associated with this project and we do not plan to grant any 
easement requests onto the Jerome High School property in the future. 
 
As a public school district, it is our job to educate any students who live within the boundaries of Dublin 
City Schools and we will complete that task regardless of any decisions made regarding the Riviera 
property. 
 
Mr. Langworthy said that concludes the statement. Ms. Amorose Groomes said that statement will be 
available on the City of Dublin website as early as tomorrow.  
 
Ms. Amorose Groomes began the public comment portion of the meeting and explained the five-minute 
timer being used. 
 
Mike Mess 8823 Vineyard Haven Drive, thanked the Commission for the opportunity to present 
comments. He said he was a long time resident of Dublin, currently residing in the Savona condominiums 
in Tartan West that is on the north side of the golf course. He said he was the President of Savona HOA. 
He said in the summer of 2013, a group of Homeowner Associations started meeting. He said today they 
have eight HOAs participating in a discussion group representing 3,430 homes, represented on a map. He 
said they wanted to publically express their views tonight on this proposed development and he asked 
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the Commission to consider a quote from one of his favorite characters, Spock. “The needs of many 
outweigh needs of the few”. He said the other speakers from his HOA group believe keeping Riviera 
green best fits the needs of the entire community. He said the topics they plan to cover are:  
 
1) Maintaining the integrity of the current Community Plan;  
2) Addressing potential overcrowding of the schools;  
3) Impacts on traffic;  
4) Impacts on infrastructure and taxes; and  
5) Potential options to keep Riviera green.  
 
Mr. Mess emphasized that their group could help decide what is best for the many and not just for the 
few. 
 
Kevin Walter 6289 Ross Bend, representing the Friends of Dublin comprised of 3000 individuals that 
actively participate in the community initiative. He cited Section 153.002 of the Code; it defines a concept 
plan as an opportunity for discussion to determine if the proposed development is “generally consistent 
with the Community Plan”. He said it is our position that this development is fundamentally not consistent 
with the Community Plan. He said Riviera was designated as parks and open space in the 1988 – 2007 
and newly adopted 2013 Community Plan that describes this vision of the community as approved by City 
Council. He said it is used by city staff when discussing new projects with developers, councils, and 
residents. He said the Community Plan is the key policy guide for City Council and the Planning and 
Zoning Commission as they evaluate the character, location, extent of proposed public and private 
developments in Dublin. He said it is critical that councils throughout the years have expressed in words 
and in picture the desire for Riviera to remain classified as parks and open space. He named a list of 
council members that have approved this. He said the developer will tell you this was always thought that 
this would be developable by pointing to the City ordinance 65-03, which zoned the land to R-1, which 
designed to bring multiple properties into zoning compliance. He said there was no specific intent to 
develop as a residential development. He said in the 1997 Community Plan, the only plan that shows this 
as residential, 83 acres of the site were shown as metro parks and with subsequent updates reflect parks 
and open space. He stated the Community Plan is changeable, but the bar is set high to change 
classifications; it should not be a slam-dunk for a developer to come in and change classifications that 
have been voted on by generations of Council. He said if we allow this, we lower the bar by which 
Community Plan can be updated. He said the developer stating the justification of closing a donut hole is 
not a compelling enough argument.  
 
Mr. Walter said City Council has affirmed that this property should not be filled. He said this was the only 
major parcel of undeveloped land in northwest Dublin, and as such, great care should be taken. He noted 
a memo dated June 11, 2013, “staff was directed by City Council to avoid identifying this site for 
redevelopment on the future land use map”. He said City Council has made several classifications and 
discussions about this, calling it a vital green area of the community with beautiful vistas. He contends 
this proposal is in direct opposition to the Community Plan.   
 
Bob Fathman, 5805 Tartan Circle North, the Chair of the Civic Action Committee, Muirfield Village Civic 
Association, addressed the impact on the schools if this were to develop and reflected on a slide: Deer 
Run ES – 149 Grizzell MS – 52, and Jerome HS – 341 students over capacity. He asked if this was good 
for the school district, children, or parents. He said absolutely not. He is opposed to turning this property 
from green space to housing. He referred to a slide showing the Operating Expenses of the Dublin City 
School District. He explained that in 2013, it cost $12,790 to educate one student; the state 
reimbursement is $1,035, leaving local property taxes to pick up the balance of $11,755. He said 
estimates were based on 1.24 students per home, as provided by the school district, which will cost 
$14,567 per home to the school district if this proposal goes through. He said a $400,000 home property 
tax would be $7,000 per year. He said additional property tax will be needed at $7,567 per home to 
educate the children. He asked by a show of hands, how many people attending the meeting tonight live 
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in the City of Dublin. He said those with hands raised will have to pay more taxes to operate the schools 
per year. His final comment referred to the slide, which showed the capital expense to add new students. 
He referred to classrooms needed and the overcrowding this will impose. By his estimates, it will cost $11 
mil to upgrade. He emphasized this was not a good plan for the schools, the children, or the tax payers 
of Dublin.  
 
Kip Rosier, 8079 Alimoore Green, President of Belvedere HOA, said recently their board voted to oppose 
this Riviera plan. He said they are concerned with the major is traffic impact. He said based on the 2003 
traffic counts, they expect the 284 homes proposed, the will see additional 2,044 trips added to the area 
that represents a 20 percent increase in traffic. He noted the major intersection at Avery Road and Brand 
where in 2012 there was a very bad accident where a child was thrown from the vehicle and seriously 
injured. He noted in 2013, a multi-injury accident at this same intersection. He said during peak times, 
taking your kids to soccer practice, baseball practice, it is not safe as it is often confusing. He emphasized 
their position that this development will add more traffic and problems. He said Belvedere is also 
concerned about the additional cut-through traffic. He said this is a land-locked area, conducive to 
choose this route to come out. He said a former City Council member said the streets should not be 
stubbed at the golf course. He said there are additional traffic impacts all along Avery Road, coming out 
Perimeter to access 33. He mentioned several other streets that would be impacted by additional traffic. 
He concluded by saying traffic is a major concern for Belvedere and surrounding neighborhoods. He 
asked the Commission to please consider this plan very carefully.  
 
Scott McCort, 8155 Avery Road in Celtic Estates, said initially they thought this plan would bring more 
houses, more taxes, and more revenue for the City but they also recognize the cost to the City to support 
these houses. He said the City produced a Land Use Study for residential housing in Dublin, and found 
the cost is three times more than they generate in revenue which equates to $1,700 per household, 
annually, and will impact the tax payers. He said the analysis shows this type of housing produces the 
worst fiscal results. He said they also looked at the other infrastructure impacts such as traffic, sewer, 
and water. They concluded that there is adequate water supply but not adequate sewer capacities. He 
said this land was planned for always being green space. He noted the estimated costs to adjust the 
infrastructure for this plan to go forth. He said there is a financial benefit to the current owners and the 
developers but not to the City and its residents. He said there would be an additional burden to the 
community and would be detrimental to the environment to remove the green space. He contends, this is 
in direct violation of the current Community Plan and sees no reason to rezone and amend the city plan. 
 
Christine Gawronski 7691 Worsley Place, President of Brandon HOA, said the trend around the country is 
many golf courses competing and it is more difficult for coursed to remain profitable. She said Dublin can 
be a leader in solutions. She proposed options other than flooding the area with homes: sell to the City 
for passive parkland; partner with the Schools to turn this into a nature or learning lab as landmark trees 
and streams are on this property. She said she worked with Mr. Ruma on the Wellington Place 
development that abuts to Brandon and landmark trees that were promised to be preserved have been 
removed. She said a previous Community Plan showed the west half of the property becoming part of the 
Glacier Ridge metro park. She said it would be far less expensive for the City and schools to purchase this 
land than to service 284 homes on this site. She noted an article from the December Columbus Dispatch, 
describing a place in Casselberry, Florida that was preparing to buy a closed golf club and turn the area 
into public parkland with nature trails and an article about a golf course in Granville, Ohio where the 
Village and Township combined, chose to buy a conservation easement, guaranteeing the land would 
never be developed, the club can keep the title to the land to continue to operate if they so choose or sell 
as parkland. She said whether the City buys this land or it remains in the hands of the Riviera owners, 
some of the land could be configured to wetlands and used in a corporate trade through the wetlands 
bank. She said the owner could realize a gain of $17,000 - $65,000 per acre and still operate as a golf 
course but some of the land would need to be converted to wetlands. She said Dublin contributed to 
extend Glacier Ridge, a consortium could avoid the cost of buying the property outright, and instead, 
purchase over time before ultimately owning the land and extending the life of the golf club if they wish 

14-068Z/PDP/PP 
Rezoning/ Preliminary Development Plan/ Preliminary Plat 

Riviera 
8025 Avery Road



Dublin Planning and Zoning Commission 
March 13, 2014 – Meeting Minutes 

Page 8 of 16 
 
or allowing them to buy it back. She concluded there are a few options to converting this land and does 
not need to be converted to unwanted housing. She contends that another housing development does 
not benefit Dublin. She said just because it is the last parcel in northwest Dublin to be developed, does 
not mean it should be. 
 
Rick Goebel, 6849 Vineyard Haven Loop, said he has lived in Columbus over 35 years and in Dublin for 
the past seven years. He said he lives in the Savona development in Tartan West. He said his property is 
adjacent to the golf course. He reiterated that the needs of many outweigh the needs of the few. He 
summarized what was discussed earlier: revenue will not offset expense due to study; traffic congestion 
is already a problem; and schools will be overcrowded and expensive. He said there is a number of empty 
properties and room for expansion elsewhere. He said this proposal is not consistent with the Community 
Plan. He said the solution is for green space: a golf course, a bike path, a park, or wetlands. He said that 
as a community, they could identify a better fit to preserve the beauty of Riviera. He asked attendees 
that support parkland or green space to raise their hand or clap. By the applause received, it confirmed 
their support. 
 
Mike Ensminger, 7502 Kilbrittain Lane, said what has been discussed is appropriate for a theoretical 
concept plan but wanted to diverge into reality. He reported that in November, 2011, the City notified 
Wellington Place residents that the applicant would be purchasing the undeveloped tract to the west of 
their subdivision on Brand Road to build 28 high-end single-family homes.  He said now that the applicant 
is interested in purchasing Riviera Golf Club, we thought it would be an appropriate forum to highlight the 
challenges that Wellington residents continue to face, 2.5 years later, after that initial application was 
submitted. He shared the overall disappointment and accountability of follow-through by the applicant 
and the builder. He said in 2011, the applicant promised multiple custom homebuilders, but Virginia 
Homes is the only builder of all 28 houses. He said Mr. Ruma is not the builder and closely related to the 
proposed builder but he has not heard from Mr. Ruma since City Council approval despite his continued 
assurances to remain actively involved in the project. He questioned the applicant's commitment to keep 
the rural nature of the Brand Road corridor. He explained they are left with a gaping, treeless space that 
does not fit with the rest of the natural landscape. He said there was an “accidental” destruction of a 
100-year old tree on Brand Road and the dry basin ponds are eyesores. He said the area has been 
pillaged. He said there were over 1,100 trees on that property but there is not much left. He said he was 
shocked when speaking with the Virginia Homes project manager, who freely admitted he was unaware 
of the opacity requirements for the landscaped borders.  
 
Mr. Ensminger said this was a heavily negotiated point nearly two years ago. He said multiple 
homeowners contacted Virginia Homes about the flooding and run off in July, August, and October and 
were told each time it was a 100-year rain. He reported it took them eight weeks to provide a temporary 
and inadequate solution, which was to put up an orange fence not approved by EPA. He shared some 
pictures of his lawn. He said they basically destroyed his back yard; ruining bushes and grass to where he 
cannot even let his dog out. He said Virginia Homes promised re-grading of his backyard, shrub 
replacement, mulching and sodding but nine months later, they have just backed-filled with ungraded 
dirt, without his permission on 6:55 am on Saturday. He said they only sought permission from his 
neighbor to be on his property, not him. He said just last summer, they witnessed a Virginia Homes 
representative, swinging from a limb and tearing it off of a tree that the City Arborist designated to 
preserve. He said the subcontractor verbally assaulted two residents. He said they were reassured that 
their neighborhood would not be used as a construction entrance but the dump trucks sped down the 
street, damaging the roads and frustrating the residents. He reported that construction started as early 
as 6:45 am, in violation of City Code, even on weekends. He said they continue to be disappointed with 
this 28-home development and tried to imagine these problems magnifying 10-fold with the introduction 
of nearly 300 homes proposed for Riviera. 
 
Jamie Davitt, 8169 Summerhouse Drive West, said she lived there almost three years with their children. 
She referenced the movie “It’s a Wonderful Life” and the character George Bailey, who had said it was 
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the people who do most of the paying in spending in this community. She gave the group of attendees a 
round of applause for their passion. She compared the financial struggles of our first golf course, Riviera 
to the movie where the same thing happened in the movie with the savings and loan building. George 
Bailey reached out and said “Give it time.”  She asked that we give Riviera time; it does not have to be 
developed right now. She said it experienced financial distress not unlike many industries. She explained 
you cannot un-develop what you start with Riviera. She noted the Dublin brand and reputation and how 
Riviera is a $10 million asset. She said there were a lot of developments started and undeveloped within 
a mile of Riviera: Oak Park, 69 percent; Tartan Ridge, 39 percent; Tartan West/Sienna, 70 percent; and 
Jerome Village, 91 percent. She said that equates to 2000 lots available within one mile of Riviera Golf 
Club so why destroy Dublin’s oldest golf course. She said we are known for green space, parks, and golf 
courses. We have 168 acres of landscaped green space so why build homes when there already is 
abundance?  She noted there are 91 trees left over from 1,100 that were chopped down in Wellington for 
28 houses. She concluded with a Chinese proverb, “One generation plants the trees; another generation 
gets to benefit from the shade”.  
 
Greg Smith, 6457 Green Stone Loop, in the Belvedere subdivision said he moved to Dublin four years ago 
from Upper Arlington. He said after his third child was born and needed a larger house, they chose Dublin 
for the schools and green space views, which they paid a huge premium to live near designated green 
space. He is now concerned that he would be forced to go back to Upper Arlington. He admits that is 
dramatic but Upper Arlington will not overcrowd the schools. He said his daughter’s classroom at Deer 
Run was a trailer last year and his other daughter at Deer Run was told she was lucky to have desk. He 
asked the Commission if they are trying to mess up Dublin’s high rankings. He said he has not seen 
numbers from anyone that show Dublin can support the children that would come from these additional 
homes and make it work with the schools. He said Upper Arlington made mistakes a long time ago and 
wish they can have green space back. He said he was 100 percent confident; they would not build over 
golf courses there. He summarized stating the proposed development would destroy nearby schools, and 
green space we could never get back. He asked the Commission to protect Dublin’s most important 
assets. 
 
Jamie LaRue, 8494 Glenalmond Court, thanked the Commission for allowing him the opportunity to speak 
the thanked them for their service to the community.  He said he recently relocated to this community, 
which is fifth house. He said the development of 284 homes on Riviera would drastically change the 
character of Dublin, have an adverse effect on schools, traffic, and taxes. He said Dublin schools were 
the driving force for selecting their home after looking at New Albany, Powell, and Westerville. He said 
had Deer Run, Grizzell, and Jerome been overcrowded, taxes higher, and traffic worse, their decision may 
have been quite different. He said the Commission could ask the applicant to provide more buffer zones 
for the schools, to donate land to the schools to enable development, or to fund construction of sewers, 
roads, and subsidize infrastructure or simply keep it green. He asked that they protect the integrity of the 
Community Plan. 
 
Ed Siddell, 8153 Summerhouse Drive West said his family has resided in the Belvedere subdivision for the 
past ten years at the intersection of Timble Falls and Summerhouse Drive. He reported the traffic is 
already pretty bad in the morning because it is a cut-through for the high school traffic from 7:20 am - 8 
am. He referred to a slide which shows Summerhouse Drive as an oval that turns to Abbey Glen and the 
kids go around both sides of the circle, which blocks the way to work. He said it continues up through 
Grizzell and Deer Run. He showed a video that revealed that the students do not stop at Belvedere Green 
and Summerhouse Drive intersection, using it as a racetrack, which is dangerous. He said the City of 
Dublin put out a speed check on the left side and the traffic got so backed up, they were no longer 
speeding because they could not due being backed up. He said Timble Falls is the proposed cut-through 
street for these additional 284 homes; that is a recipe for disaster. He said that Dublin police said they 
could not and will not put officers there every day. He said they cannot put speed bumps there as they 
cannot afford the man hours or the resources. He asked the Commission how it could be afforded with 
additional homes when it is not affordable now. 
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Mark Mace, 6469 Green Stone Loop said 12 years ago, he and his wife decided to move to a better 
school district for the benefit of their children and thought the Dublin school system would be the best fit 
for special needs child. He said additionally, they wanted a community that placed a special importance 
on parks, green space, and bike paths. They chose Belvedere due to the close proximity of parks, bike 
paths, and the beautiful view we have of the Riviera Golf Course. They were pleased to learn later the 
site was identified as parks and open spaces. He said both of his children have attended Deer Run, while 
their special needs son is currently at Grizzell. He said they fought for years to obtain the services we 
now enjoy for the first time. He said they finally have an excellent intervention specialist and are satisfied 
with the services they are receiving. He said for every Riviera child that attends Deer Run ES, Grizzell MS, 
or Jerome HS, a child currently enrolled will most likely be sent elsewhere. He said school redistricting is 
an almost certainty. He said if his child is sent to another school, he will lose everything they have fought 
for all these years. He said intervention specialists do not follow your children, they stay at the schools. 
He said with almost 8 - 12 percent of kids on individual education plans, many families will be affected by 
the loss of their intervention specialist, who is a key to the entire IEP process. He asked the Commission 
not to rezone this property; there are too many homes and people against this project. He asked that 
they please listen to their residents. 
 
Ms. Amorose Groomes said there were no more speakers listed on the sign-up sheet but as promised, 
that does not preclude anyone from speaking. She asked that they raise their hand and she will invite 
them to come forward, stating your name and address for the record. 
 
Bryan Faller, 8703 Finlarig Drive said he fought against this plan but after hearing Mr. Ruma state his 
reasons for this to be approved because Riviera is no longer a good golf course does not mean we should 
develop this green space by adding 284 homes in that area. He said Mr. Ruma claimed this was the last 
good piece of land to develop but to restate what someone said earlier, should it be developed. He said 
that Mr. Ruma said he already started a traffic study but did not state the results. He said he did not hear 
him disagree with what other presenters have said about the increase in traffic. He said he met with 
school administrators but again did not disagree with the overcrowding statistics that have been shown. 
He said he wants to develop a community with walking distance to the schools but did not say how the 
traffic will create impediments to children walking to schools who live across Avery Road. He said Dublin 
is a big cycling community. He said to have ± 2,000 more cars per day traveling on these roads should 
be taken into account. He said he came here tonight with an open mind but nothing convinced him that 
the community should support this development. He said that he thought it was telling that not a single 
person in this community has said we should do this. 
 
Ms. Amorose Groomes asked the public if anyone else would like to address the Commission. She 
explained they would not field questions this evening. She said once they close it off to public comments, 
the Commission will have a discussion as a result of what has been heard this evening and respect to the 
speaking points made earlier.  
 
Jerry Williams, 6290 Belvedere Green Boulevard said if not questions can be heard, he came into this 
with a completely open mind without an agenda. He asked the Commission, other than Mr. Ruma, what 
would be good about this?  Ms. Amorose Groomes responded that is a great question that will be 
addressed in our discussion points following public comment. She asked if anyone else present that 
would like to speak with respect to this application. [Hearing none.]  She said that concludes the public 
comment portion.  
 
Ms. Amorose Groomes explained there are five questions posed by staff and the purpose of tonight’s 
meeting is to gather all of the information and begin to sort through it. She said the applicant will have 
the opportunity to ask any points of clarification after their discussion. She stated first, they wanted to 
get the input of their residents and second of all, she wants the applicant to walk away with a clear 

14-068Z/PDP/PP 
Rezoning/ Preliminary Development Plan/ Preliminary Plat 

Riviera 
8025 Avery Road



Dublin Planning and Zoning Commission 
March 13, 2014 – Meeting Minutes 

Page 11 of 16 
 
message that you heard from the public and the Commission. She reiterated that staff had provided five 
discussion questions but the Commission probably had a list of their own as well.  
 
Amy Kramb said she had been on this Commission for six years and this is the most people she has seen 
attend one of her meetings. She said as a lifelong resident of Dublin, she appreciates passionate people 
coming out to show their support/lack of support for an application. She said she graduated from Dublin 
and has a son in the school system. She recommends the public take this to the school board. She 
referred to the presentation made by Ms. Gawronski, which provided alternative options for this property. 
She said, unfortunately, the Commission does not have the authority to do anything with those options 
but since they are on the record, she hoped that City Council would hear them. She said the Commission 
is tasked to answer questions for the applicant. She explained that they cannot say, build a park; the City 
has clearly stated they will not build a park but suggested if they keep talking to City Council, maybe 
things will change. She said one of the big questions being asked is what the benefit of this application is.   
She reminded everyone, this is still private property, still zoned residential, but sometimes it is favorable 
to do a Planned Unit Development rather than straight zoning, which allows more control as to what 
happens on that property. She said this Concept Plan as presented today could be better. She said a PUD 
could provide much better opportunity for this piece of land instead of staying as existing zoning. She 
said it is probably not going to be the 181 homes that technically are there by the time you have your 
EPA guidelines and so forth but could be 80 – 100 homes but the Commission does not have control over 
what those look like.  
 
Ms. Kramb addressed the discussion questions: 1) land use is appropriate as being zoned residential and 
would not rezone it PUD because there is too many houses under the current plan, which falls under the 
next question; 2) way too dense to be considered open green space or a conservation subdivision since 
they would need to be under the lowest number at 1.27 units per acre; 3) is appropriate to the 
surrounding uses but the school letter is a great reminder of the need for large buffers between athletic 
fields and homes because residents do not like the stadium lights and noise when they were there, first; 
4) there needs to be a lot more open space that is usable, not necessarily just passive, a  more park-like 
space with  trails; and 5) Mr. Ruma’s suggestion of empty-nester housing is a wonderful option for this 
property as they would not have children attending schools, which takes a huge burden off the schools 
but asked if they would want to live next to schools with loud stadiums. She said traffic is always a huge 
issue for her; she likes to see traffic reports. She said she understands this would be done at the expense 
of the developer but would like to see required to expand the scope of the traffic study, more than what 
is normally required. She explained that will all come later along with the agreements for the cost of 
roads and sewers. She reiterated that tonight is to cover basic questions.   
 
Victoria Newell thanked everyone that spoke as well as the applicant. She said she was saddened to see 
loss of Riviera Golf Club. She said she was a long time resident of the City of Dublin and was attracted to 
the ability to raise a family here. She said they had a good school system and close walking distance to 
schools and parkland. She noted that original parks were neighborhood parks. She envisioned when she 
moved there that someday, there would be an “emerald necklace” of parks, all of them interconnected 
with bike paths. She said when an applicant proposes a development on a very large beautiful piece of 
property; everyone wants it to stay naturally as parkland.  
 
Ms. Newell addressed the discussion questions: 1) it is currently zoned residential; if they choose to sell 
and zoned residential, it can be; straight zoning will get whatever will come; as a PUD, there is more 
control to preserve some of the natural aspects of this site; it is  appropriate use  if  it  cannot be 
preserved as park land, cannot preserve it as a golf course, can preserve as a great residential 
neighborhood next to other great neighborhoods; 2) density is not appropriate, she would  rather see 
more green space with lower density and the green space to feel like a park that is contributed to the 
entire community of Dublin, not just a park associated with a development; 3)  relationship to 
surrounding uses needs buffers along school property; 4) yes, open space is appropriately located but 
street frontage along Avery Road needs to have a more natural character, undulation will be helpful 
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being able to  see into the green space and being preserved where you have flood lands in the center of 
the site and would like more  interconnection off of Avery Road.  
 
Joseph Budde stated that he does not support the Concept Plan as presented and requested rezoning, he 
does not support. He agrees that the existing zoning would allow the developer to develop and all 
interested parties would be well served by participating and working with the developer so a PUD could 
be put together. He does not believe the proposed land use is appropriate but zoning precludes him from 
saying he cannot support it. He said the density as proposed is many more houses than what should be 
developed. He stated the relationship to the surrounding uses should be appropriate. He agreed with 
fellow Commissioners that the buffers along the school properties would need to be developed. He said 
he was very concerned about the impact on the schools, the schools impacting the residents that would 
live there, and the traffic on Avery and Brand Roads as he bikes with groups of people through there all 
the time. He recognizes that some kind of development will happen here and encouraged the developer 
to work with all the interested groups and those that came tonight and work it out.  He was adamant 
that there needs to be cooperation amongst all the parties. 
 
Warren Fishman said he was really proud to be Dublin resident. He said Dublin is one of the smartest 
cities in the world, rated 6th or 7th smartest and it really shows tonight. He applauds the preparation of 
speakers to provide statistics and logical reasons for your beliefs. He said whether anyone agrees or 
disagrees with you, he thought it was commendable. He noted the thousands that volunteer in Dublin 
that do not have an interest. He said the Irish Festival and the St. Patrick’s Day parade could not happen 
without all the volunteers. He appreciated the civil meeting expressing passionate and emotional beliefs.  
 
Mr. Fishman skipped around the proposed discussion questions. He said the proposed density is not even 
close. He said Muirfield is 1.27 units per acre and it is 2,300 units. He noted that one of the traditions 
they have in Dublin is to make things better and better; the next subdivision knocks our socks off. As Mr. 
Ruma so aptly said, this is the last piece we have. He encouraged his colleagues on this board and City 
Council that if it ends up a subdivision that it should be incredible and surely less than 1.27 units per 
acre. He said it is appropriate given it is zoned residential and not much we can do about that. However, 
he said sometimes if they wait, better things happen. He said yes and no to the relationship of the 
houses in the area but there are schools, crowded roads, and there could be a better relationship. He 
stated that the open space needs to be usable open space. He said developers take land that cannot be 
developed anyway, the land around the water, the flood plain, need to have a set back from Avery Road 
but do not consider that free open space. He said if the developer’s heart is in the right place, 3.8 acres is 
the size for a useable park. He said open space scattered throughout the development needs to be 
useable. He said the space around the water and next to the roads is a given and should not be counted. 
He does not believe this is properly located. He said the audience has done a terrific job of talking about 
other considerations. He said if this was perfect world he would like to see that a park because there is 
no major park in that area but it is zoned residential and the possibility of becoming residential. He said 
Mr. Ruma is doing what he has the right to do by making a proposal and has heard a lot of information 
from intelligent people tonight and hopes he takes that into consideration.  
 
Richard Taylor said Mr. Fishman did such a wonderful job of complimenting you all, that he would just 
ditto his comments. He threw a little compliment to Mr. Ruma’s group for coming before the Commission 
with a true Concept Plan. He said this is still wide open here with just one drawing to see what we can 
make better. He said he would prefer this remain a golf course and preferably a public course and ideally, 
a municipal golf course. He said it is awkward that a city that was born out of golf and markets itself so 
heavily around golf and invests so heavily in golf…how much did we pour into the President’s Cup this 
year?  He said he read again today in Business First about Shamrock to be developed as housing and 
there was little opposition, where he even learned to play golf and where families go to play golf 
together. He said to replace a recreation destination with houses seems awkward and would hate to see 
that happen here.  
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Mr. Taylor addressed the specifics with the plan. He said the issues that were a concern to him were all 
brought up by speakers this evening. He noted he would take a different tack. He said it was easy to put 
up a chart and say traffic congestion is caused by houses. He said car trips cause congestion, having to 
go somewhere like shops, schools, work, church, and recreational activities when none of that is readily 
available by foot or bike. He said the nearest shopping in Shawnee Hills is a 2.5 mile drive from Riviera 
Golf Club. He said if he wanted to mail a package, the Post office is a 10-mile round trip. He said because 
of the street layout design, all of these developments follow the traffic onto the same handful of roads. 
He said on top of that, this section is very homogenous type of housing; families about the same age, 
about the same number of kids, about the same income, they work about the same place at the same 
time. Everyone leaves about the same time to go to work, take the kids to school, to go shopping in the 
middle of the day, leaves again to pick up kids from schools and everyone leaves to come home from 
work at the same time causing bubbles of traffic congestion. What was interesting to him he said on this 
particular location was that this bounds all three schools but there is no useful way to get to this 
development to any of the schools without going through somebody’s yard and does nothing to make the 
travel easier from the existing neighborhoods to the south.  
 
Mr. Taylor said when he was a kid, he could walk on residential streets and sidewalks the entire way to 
his school one mile away. He said his first job, two blocks away at a restaurant where he bused tables; 
he walked to every day so his mom did not drive much at all. He said if a development happens here it 
has to connect to the schools so kids can safely walk to school and not have their parents drive them, 
keeping them inside the development and off of Avery Road. He suggested it would also allow the 
developments to the south to do the same.  
 
Mr. Taylor said it was possible this land could be developed as housing and wants to make sure if that 
comes to pass that we give Mr. Ruma some comments about this that will help him to go in the proper 
direction. He said the needs of the community have to be addressed, first and this is not 284 single-
family houses. He said to reduce traffic congestion is neighborhood level services to reduce car trips. He 
said a prime example is the Tara Hill/Muirfield Drive development where that United Dairy Farmers is one 
of the busiest in the country where the traffic stems from walk-ins and bicycles. He said housing for 
underserved citizens in our community is needed like those that would use the roads the least. He cited 
his parents as an example. He said after living in Muirfield a long time but as they age there is no suitable 
place to downsize to in Muirfield and the next step will be to a retirement home. He said what would 
have been more suitable would be a flat in Muirfield so they could stay close to their friends, close to 
their family, and let their family house go to another family. He said his folks do not drive much and 
certainly do not get early in the morning to drive to work or drive kids to school and trips shopping are 
very few. If we could use a significant number of units to serve that underserved population, we could 
reduce the traffic congestion and prevent further traffic congestion. He said the proposal does not 
address any of his concerns, if further isolates the existing neighborhoods from adjacent schools, and do 
not allow itself access to the schools and only has one type of housing.  
 
Mr. Taylor reported he had heard comments previously that were not mentioned tonight about solutions 
to widen streets and improve intersections. He does not believe those are solutions to traffic congestion. 
Lastly, he said, what Mr. Fishman touched on was parks and open space; it is not the space that is left 
over between people’s backyards, which is what this plan shows, not easily accessible to the public. He 
emphasized it has to be planned, designed, and useful space. The term conservation subdivision design is 
an old concept, which means you group all the houses together in pods and you landscape what is 
leftover.  
 
Mr. Taylor addressed each discussion question: 1) because this is an informal review he does not feel 
bound to say the land use is appropriate, a golf course or park would be better; 2) density is far too high; 
3)  no proper relationship to the existing  uses that are schools and that needs to be addressed; 4)  as 
Mr. Fishman said, it would be better off to be useful parks or a series of smaller parks as an “Emerald 
Bracelet” rather than a necklace; and 5)  his personal preference is to remain a golf course; as a planning 
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commissioner, not necessarily opposed to development of the site but it has to be much different, more 
intelligent, and cannot just be a reaction as Mr. Fishman said to the current market place.  
 
Ms. Amorose Groomes thanked several speakers for their coordinated efforts and wonderful 
representation of a community working together to bring forward valid outstanding points presented in    
an exceptional way and depict what the issues are for the residents surrounding this piece of property. 
She said the members of those HOAs are certainly fortunate. She expressed her joy seeing the room 
filled with folks passionate about their community, which leads to their community getting better.  
 
Ms. Amorose Groomes described the difference between the Community Plan and Zoning Code. She said 
zoning on this piece of property would allow roughly one unit per acre on 168 acres, but some space will 
be deducted for streets, etc. She said the Community Plan is guiding document for the way land is used 
when rezoning is under consideration. She said if Mr. Ruma wanted to develop that land tomorrow, he 
could move forward with the zoning that is in place now. She said his intent is to “up zone”; to build 
more houses. She explained that what happens on that property right now is the zoning that is in place. 
She said Ms. Kramb stated that if we entertained a rezoning of that, it is a give and take relationship. 
What we typically give is more density and what we take is a higher standard. She said if he were to 
build homes on that today, it would just need to meet the letter of the building code, which typically in 
the city is a much lower standard than PUD codes. She explained that materials are typically upsized from 
what is in the straight Zoning Code. She cited the relation of the architecture of your home and the detail 
to different architectural elements.  
 
Ms. Amorose Groomes summarized that Mr. Ruma is looking for an upzoning and that has yet to be seen 
if that will happen or not. She said it was very concerning to hear what happened at Wellington Place. 
She said we have wonderful folks that have the ability to take that all to Code Enforcement and she will 
follow up as well. She said as a Commission that approved that zoning, promises were made to us as 
well; we want those to ring true and come to fruition.  
 
Ms. Amorose Groomes reported that this room has been filled to capacity when they talked about the 
Jerome baseball diamonds; the difference between a baseball game and football game is severe. She 
said any homes that back up to a football field must understand how loud it can get. She said when the 
baseball folks were here, they complained about how they could hear shouting from individuals that were 
offensive to them. She said as a Muirfield resident, on the other side of Muirfield Drive, she could sit on 
her back patio in the evenings of September and October and tell you who carried the ball. She 
emphasized that it is loud and we need to be sensitive to that. She thought the schools probably put a 
football field there figuring it would be the least likely place a development would be adjacent to.  
 
Ms. Amorose Groomes remarked that as a City, we like to tout our horn that we are a wonderful city but 
first and foremost, I am a parent. She confirmed we are a wonderful city and people come here because 
of our schools. She said we do many great things as a city but what we do well is educate our young 
people. She said that has to be on the forefront of our minds if we do this: not necessarily applicable as 
Commissioners but to certainly consider what is good for our city. She said we typically hold a developer 
to a standard higher than their neighbor; should be less dense than Muirfield.  
 
Ms. Amorose Groomes began to address the discussion questions: 1) yes, because of zoning in place but 
it is not desirable; she wants it to remain a golf course; 2) no, the density is not appropriate; 3) no, as 
Mr. Taylor did an outstanding job of illustrating the connectivity issues, which need to be resolved and 
possible ways of reducing the number of trips required in and out of this neighborhood on a daily basis;  
4) no, as Mr. Fishman talked about the set back on Avery Road; open space must be dense and usable 
and she gave an example of holding soccer practices on space not designated a soccer field;  and 5)  
numbers  show we are all the drain on the system every time someone has come to zone where you  
live, they could have made the same arguments, it is all of us; we owe great volunteerism to our schools 
and to our city at large. Again she said she would prefer to see this as a golf course but not in the zoning 
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for this piece of property at present. She said the charge before us is to make it as good as we possibly 
can. She had hopes and dreams this would be a wetland’s preservation as well that deserves some 
exploration. She stated at the end of the day, it is zoned residential.  
 
Ms. Amorose Groomes invited the applicant forward. 
 
Jeff Brown, Smith and Hale, representing the applicant said, he appreciates the Commissions comments 
and understands the existing zoning; in a perfect world this would remain as open space. He said he will 
continue the dialogue with the schools since three are within walking distance. He said even if a path 
system is created you may have the conflict between child and parent as to whether they should walk. 
He said they also appreciated the explanation of the advantages of the PUD. He said a tradeoff of getting 
density vs getting higher standards is something Dublin has used to the advantage of the neighbors and 
the city on various projects. He said they came with a Concept Plan because they knew this would be 
controversial; always the last piece is thought to be left open. He said there were changes for the golfers 
when the schools were built. He has played golf up there and understands the noise level as he could 
hear every song the bands were practicing through the four hours of playing his round. He said they will 
need time to react to the comments heard this evening. He stated the traffic and sanitary sewer studies 
are required and EMH&T have been working on a solution. He concluded that he knows what the issues 
are and are committed to meeting and resolving as many as they can with the neighbors. 
 
Mr. Ruma thanked everyone for showing up. He said he had been through this a couple of times and 
appreciates the respect and guidance shown here. He said he plans to react as best as he can as he 
plans to develop the property. He said if there is a better way to do it then the property can be sold at 
the same price to others; it needs to be sold at fair market. He said if someone wants to make an offer, if 
the City wants to buy it as a park, then they should approach him and he will pass on his cost without 
making a profit.  
 
Mr. Ruma said he was really bothered by and will look at the problems at Wellington Reserve. He said 
these were sold to his son; he plans to build 28 homes and within the first two weeks, he had 38 
deposits. His son is now writing contracts after going through a lottery for lot selection. He said the first 
few contracts range from $750,000 - $900,000. He said he just found out about the mistake of the 100-
year old tree. He said that is not his style and the pictures you saw were during construction. He said 
despite what the situation was, he will look into it to ensure trees are planted and the water is handled so 
it is not a burden on the neighbors. He said he will stand by his commitment and work with staff.  He 
expressed his appreciation of the Commission’s time given to the community. 
 
Ms. Amorose Groomes said if there are no other questions from the applicant, there is no vote to be 
taken this evening and this will conclude the portion of the meeting dedicated to this Riviera project. She 
stated they will take a five minute break and resume at 9:10 pm. 
 
Ms. Amorose Groomes stated that today is the conclusion of Warren Fishman's term. She reported he 
served six years on the Board of Zoning Appeals; served a total 17 plus years on the Planning and Zoning 
Commission, not all consecutively; and served as a resident representative for the Bicycle Task Force. 
She thanked Mr. Fishman for his service and commitment to the City. She said he has assisted and aided 
in the community becoming a more beautiful place. He received a standing ovation. Ms. Amorose 
Groomes presented the award to Bea Fishman for sharing Warren with all of us and invited stories from 
the Commissioners. 
 
Mr. Taylor shared his story of appreciation for Warren. Ms. Kramb said she would miss him and think 
about him as she drives past bike paths, water features, and sandwich boards. Ms. Newell said it was an 
honor to serve on this board with Warren; he left a good mark on the City of Dublin. Mr. Fishman said he 
had tremendous respect for everyone on the board and thanked them for their service as well. Mr. Budde 
said he never saw a project he did not like but cited one instance where he did and tonight he said he did 
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not agree with the plan. They shared mutual admiration for each other. Ms. Amorose Groomes said it 
was a privilege to serve with him and it was a lot of fun. 
 
Communications 
Mr. Langworthy said on behalf of staff, how much of a gentleman Mr. Fishman has always been and it 
translates out to the audience, the applicants, and the rest of the City. He said this speaks well for the 
Commission as a whole. He said Mr. Fishman will be missed very much.  
 
Mr. Langworthy said they should have all received an invitation to the City Council Work Session. He said 
the Resolution that was passed was placed in the Dropbox that came out as a result of the Council 
Retreat that describes some of the improvements for design on some critical projects.  
 
Mr. Langworthy said they finally got to answering Amy Kramb's questions as related to traffic and also 
placed in the Dropbox is a City Council Resolution. He encouraged review before attending the work 
session. Ms. Kramb expressed her appreciation.  
 
Commission Roundtable Discussion 
Ms. Amorose Groomes asked if there were any items for a roundtable discussion. [Hearing none.] The 
meeting was adjourned at 9:29 p.m. 
 
 
 
As approved by the Planning and Zoning Commission on April 3, 2014 
 
 
 
 

14-068Z/PDP/PP 
Rezoning/ Preliminary Development Plan/ Preliminary Plat 

Riviera 
8025 Avery Road



14-068Z/PDP/PP 
Rezoning/ Preliminary Development Plan/ Preliminary Plat 

Riviera 
8025 Avery Road



14-068Z/PDP/PP 
Rezoning/ Preliminary Development Plan/ Preliminary Plat 

Riviera 
8025 Avery Road


	Ord 35-15 - Riviera rezoning - packet.pdf
	3. GIS Map
	5. Legal Description
	6. Adjacent Property Owners
	7. Public Comments
	8. Development Text
	9. PDP Booklet
	10. PZC_ROA
	11. PZC_Minutes
	PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
	MEETING MINUTES
	AGENDA
	Administrative Business
	Motion and Vote
	Ms. Newell moved, Mr. Brown seconded, to accept the documents into the record. The vote was as follows: Ms. Salay, yes; Ms. De Rosa, yes; Mr. Miller, yes; Ms. Mitchell, yes; Mr. Stidhem, yes; Chris Brown, yes; and Ms. Newell, yes. (Approved 7 - 0)
	The Chair said there were no consent cases on the evening’s agenda. She said two cases were postponed, prior to the meeting; they are expected to be heard on May 7, 2015.
	Previously Tabled
	Motion and Vote
	Motion and Vote

	12. PZC Packet




